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Findings 
Planning for the second phase of the CGIAR Research Program on Livestock and Fish (L&F) is 
being conducted through a two part process. This report covers the first part of this process 
and covers a review of L&F work, of the context within which it operates, of opinions 
relating to key design features, and offers recommendations for research questions, 
program approaches, model changes and modifications to the theories of change. It worked 
around two scenario possibilities, namely that L&F would continue in much the same form 
as phase 1, or that it would expand to assume a global animal science agenda.  
In generating findings and recommendations, participants engaged in a virtual conference 
for a few hours on each of 4 days between the 23 and 26 March 2015. The program was 
designed to engage comment and conversation and recorded all responses from all 
participants.  
Review of findings 
Following presentations on L&F work in phase 1, a review of global development livestock 
trends and an examination of some key questions, the following observations about the L&F 
program were made. 
Participation: For interventions to be effective, they must be relevant and resonate well with 
the people L&F are trying to work for and with. Opinion differs as to who should be involved 
in shaping technology given that not all important agendas emanate from value chain issues. 
Be that as it may, it is apparent that L&F is not adequately engaging value chain actors or the 
poor and does need to work better with the poor to understand their demands. The poor 
are very diverse, where men, women and youth have different agendas and ideas, and 
where gender inequities inhibit participation of women. L&F must better engage with issues 
of power, inclusivity and governance; use participatory research approaches that build on 
experiential learning, and engage with relationship networks. 
Impact: There is not much impact data so far and it is not clear whether L&F is having any 
impact. We are not documenting lessons or successes, and must do better to measure 
progress and results. This is important for accountability and for proving investment 
potential. A decent monitoring, evaluation and learning framework is imperative, bearing in 
mind that it takes considerable time to generate interventions, let alone assess them. 
Capacity: For any change intervention to persist, the value chain system must be capable of 
sustaining such change. At the start of any intervention process, it is important to assess the 
capacity that is present, where it lies in the system, and the extent to which change is thus 
enabled or constrained. Capacity to operate as a business is especially important. To find out 
what capacity is there, engagement with partners is essential. 
Collaboration: Our flagships and value chains operate too independently of one another. In 
assessing value chain constraints and solutions, SASI is much too isolated. Future program 
design must structure closer linkages between flagships, and between flagships and value 
chains. Some excellent results have been seen through collaboration with other CRPs, and 
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this needs to be expanded particularly with system CRPs. In value chains, private sector 
actors play important roles and L&F should be deliberate in seeking common agendas and 
synergy with them.  So far, there has been good progress in working with development 
partners and NARS. This should continue for it strengthens research capability and action. 
The recent inclusion of SLU and WUR into the core partnership is welcomed especially in the 
light of expanding the program to address the global animal science agenda. 
Holistic approaches: Research needs to more holistic. Starting from analysis and foresight, 
our practice must cut across disciplines across flagships. Examples to consider include the 
one health agenda that combine human and animal health, food safety, nutrition and 
resilience; linkages between animal health and breeding around reproductive health; and 
the integration of gender and social equity analysis. There is no silver bullet. Success comes 
from being joined up.  
Technology: There is an imperative to produce more food and biomass. The program is well 
positioned to support this. Good examples of our technological success so far include B. 
Humidicola, O. Niloticus L. Abassa, CLEANED and a range of tools. It is in its application that 
science gives results, as opposed to blue sky work. We must not only seek to invent new 
technology but research ways to improve access to existing technology. We need to be 
conscious that technologies affect social groups differently. In all of our research, systems 
work is under represented.  
Policy: Research must better engage with policy processes. Currently, this is not happening. 
Nutrition: The nutritional impact of L&F research should be better understood and 
deliberate. Work to understand nutrition should use demographic and consumption data, 
and explore how ASFs are prepared in homes. Poor consumers are the largest group of poor, 
and we should focus here with a nutrition strategy that explores access to ASFs and a 
healthy diet and food safety. L&F should consider focusing more on dairy and poultry for 
better access by poor consumers, and build alliances with other crop research centres to 
include ASFs as part of a complete diet. 
Scale: L&F has not though through how scale will happen. Systems transformation is much 
more than optimizing production and efficiency. The program needs to think about scale 
from the beginning of the technology generation process, look for scaling potential early on, 
and build knowledge alliances with development partners to foster scale.  
Value Chains – A Systems Approach: Research through value chains has been effective, and 
should continue. However L&F research has not sufficiently explored system wide issues. 
Development organisations work with whole systems and deal with technology, production, 
economics, markets, social, political and environmental issues. While especially true for 
extensive livestock systems, systems understanding and research is critical everywhere, and 
is much wider in scope that value chain thinking. Work started with the gender 
transformative approach has recognised that empowerment is not a linear process. L&F 
should build on this. 
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Theories of change: L&F will need different change pathways for intensification and 
resilience. However there is concern that such pathways assume predictability and linearity. 
This gives rise to clashes between universal and contextual indicators of complex issues such 
as gender and empowerment. Planned pathways may be somewhat counter 
entrepreneurial, by limiting necessary agility. 
Comparative analysis:  The way that VCTS and SASI are structured does not enable 
comparison and learning across value chains, and this is not happening. A coherent agenda 
should be defined. L&F also needs to do better and more rapid analysis of trade-offs 
between options and outcomes. 
Demand orientation: L&F research needs to be more demand driven. There is considerable 
demand for quick solutions, yet our centre supply driven focus is mainly on long term 
solutions. While both are important, we need to find a better balance. One way to better 
meet demand is to research ways of quickly using existing solutions for quick wins. Demand 
is variable and changes from place to place, and is not always “good” demand. Some purely 
economic demand can potentially threaten the interests of the poor.  
Knowledge and data: ICT offers great opportunity to get better real time data, build two-way 
communication between data sources and users, and access the insight of other people. The 
importance of different data sets varies between women and men, for they have different 
perspectives, agendas and knowledge. This needs to be better captured. Better use needs to 
be made of existing data rather than continuous collection of new data. 
Business models: L&F research needs to be better embedded within business models if it is 
to be sustainable. Business cases are needed to to show how impact is achieved, to better 
sell research work to donors and to engage private sector interest. In all value chains, L&F 
should research and promote business-based approaches. 
Critical mass: L&F has achieved it best results in value chains where it has leveraged bilateral 
resources. It some places, it has been difficult to secure bilateral funds. 
Research versus development: The boundary between development and our research is not 
as clear as it should be, and this has had implications on the way in which we have related 
and set priorities. There is overlap in areas such as extension and farmer participatory 
research. L&F should not become a development practitioner but collaborate for impact. 
Action oriented research is required, and L&F is well positioned to do this. Development 
goes on despite our research, and we should position ourselves to influence this. Partnership 
and engagement with development organisations can critically link research and 
development, with innovation platforms and value chains being good instruments for this. 
We have an opportunity now to define new inquiry based ways of working to bridge this 
gap, and should look at existing models. Development programs are our laboratory 
apparatus without which we cannot effectively research. To do this, we require better 
collaboration between our flagships and value chains. 
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By the poor; for the poor: While L&F intends to principally benefit the poor, systems are 
complex and involve other than the poor in both consumption and production. It is 
important to keep a wider perspective. When considering the poor, we must include value 
chain actors who are not producers, recognise the considerable diversity between poor 
groups, and that men and women have very different needs. While smallholders remain 
important, benefits vary across both access to better food and income.  
Bigger agenda’s: There is more that L&F can do beyond value chain development. It needs to 
consider work to improve resilience, minimize loss, improve the environment and promote 
social equity. For resilience programming, L&F will need different frameworks beyond value 
chains that encompass environmental risk and ecological scarcity. Such expansion is possible 
with the recent inclusion of SLU and WUR. There is some concern that expansion now is the 
start of a new experiment before completion of the first one. 
Power: Entrenched norms that constrain change are difficult to shift, and socially 
constructed norms vary between places. Dialogue processes for change happen through 
existing structures and power relationships, and power holders sanction those that break 
norms. There is much that can be done. CARE’s agency model is a framework to understand 
power and enable empowerment. L&F should research ways of changing power 
relationships so that development interventions intervene with a consciousness of power, 
and be empowering. To this end, L&F should seek to build relations with CARE. 
The environment: L&F needs a robust response to criticism that livestock has a bad effect on 
environment. The program needs to set clear goals such as halving the amount of GHGs 
from ASF production. While a livestock revolution might not improve absolute 
environmental change, it can make for relative improvement. L&F can engage as an honest 
broker without being negative or defensive, and frame discussion around planetary 
boundaries. Its work should address and mitigate negative environmental impacts and 
convert these into positive impacts. There is particular need to address waste, land 
degradation, water use, pollution, GHG and losses. There is potential to explore better ways 
of managing the balance between NRM and production through practices that enhance 
existing ecosystem function. Forages have great potential for environmental benefit. Feed 
practices that develop non-human-edible biomass for animal feeds reduce competition with 
people. With such potential for environmental contribution through livestock systems, feeds 
and forages should be explicitly championed here.  
Intensification has been a good driver for L&F, and the value chain approach has been a 
good way to do this; but this needs to be better balanced with improved environmental 
sustainability. What is the right measurement for intensification – by land area, by livestock 
unit or by the unit of other input?  
Focus: The nature and level focus and its contribution to results is an assumption that needs 
to be researched. This will take time. In this regard, L&F should consider focusing on several 
species in some countries. There is argument to reduce levels of focus, for too much focus 
could lead to delivery of results for only a few people. Rather than limiting the number of 
countries, L&F could engage on the basis of ability to work in them, perhaps indicated by the 
availability of bilateral funding. Fewer countries might mean less opportunity.  
  
 5  
Recommendations 
Two scenarios were considered for phase 2. For the first scenario, L&F would continue in 
much the same form as it has done in phase 1, with a strong focus on smallholder 
intensification in a limited number of value chains. For the second scenario, L&F would 
expand to assume a global animal science agenda. For each scenario, four sets of 
recommendations were made for 
 Key research areas 
 Promising research to development approaches 
 Proposed changes to the research program model, and 
 Adjustments to the theory of change. 
These recommendations are summarised by scenario below. They are fully amplified in 
Summary 5. 
Scenario 1 – Recommendations 
Description: L&F continues in much the same form as it has done in phase 1, with a strong 
focus on smallholder intensification in a limited number of value chains 
Key research areas for the new CRP L&F 
1) Do more research on environmental sustainability and livestock intensification, 
looking at both consequence mitigation and enhancement of net environmental 
value; 
2) Research ways in which smallholder systems transform through intensification; 
3) Research sustainable feeds and forage systems; 
4) Research ways in which poverty affects ASF consumption and nutritional effect;  
5) Drive research by demand. This is more complex than supply and entails greater 
understanding of consumption dynamics, social systems and markets; 
6) Research how innovations become adapted, delivered, used and spread across 
smallholder systems; 
7) Increase research focus into the nature of integration between flagship technology 
areas where these mutually overlap with one another;  
8) Increase research into social sciences;  
9) Research market systems potentially accessed by smallholder producers and / or 
poor consumers;  
10) Research the effects of policy on animal productivity; 
11) Re-assess whether L&F is positioned properly; 
12) Examine the validity of opening up research work on poultry value chains;  
13) Research the trade-off between different technologies and intervention packages; 
  
  
 6  
Promising research to development approaches for the new CRP L&F 
14) Mainstream the use of innovation platforms as a means to bringing together 
stakeholders, engaging them, innovating with them, harnessing their energy, 
learning with them and together developing value chains and sectors; 
15) Build means and mechanisms for cross disciplinary interaction and integration, 
setting agendas that run across academic and institutional silos for comprehensive 
research;  
16) Build research agendas with those that exist in value chain systems. Always remain 
relevant to their needs; 
17) Work across whole systems, within the complexity inherent in these. Explore 
approaches that do this; 
18) Focus on improving consumption, and constraints to this; 
19) Pilot work that others will not do, if it is really work doing; 
20) There is a lot going on and others are doing this. Work with these initiatives; 
Proposed changes to the current model 
21) In order to understand the bigger picture, consider work beyond the current value 
chain focus; 
22) Invest and act close to the ground. This means resources and partnership are most 
critical closer to where action happens; 
23) Focus is not always right in itself, for the wrong focus may be worse than poor focus. 
We need to be reflective on the focus that we use, and continually test this; 
24) We need to develop new lines of work around innovation systems, social sciences, 
and policy. We need to be more responsive to changes within complex systems; 
25) We needed holistic joined up action between flagships, between levels, between 
value chains and between other CRPs; 
26) Develop aquaculture work in sub Saharan Africa; 
Adjustments to our fundamental theory of change 
27) L&F Theories of Change need to describe a much wider picture, to incorporate wider 
issues of environmental sustainability;  
28) Strengthen flagship Theories of Change; 
29) Not every Theory of Change is a good one. L&F ones should map out a wide range of 
dynamics and roles, and should capture the hearts and minds of others. Imposed 
Theories of Change will not work. 
30) The current mantra “by and for the poor” and its track approach works. Keep these 
Theories of Change separate and clear, and defined with stakeholders; 
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Scenario 2 – Recommendations 
Description: L&F expands to assume a global animal science agenda. 
Key research areas for the new CRP L&F 
1) Strengthen research focus on the environment and climate change agenda; 
2) Expand the animal health research focus in all countries to address emergent global 
diseases. Behind this, flagships need to strengthen forecast modelling, early 
detection and trade linked epidemiology; 
3) Establish a research agenda into innovation within complex systems, and install 
mechanisms that connect knowledge between and within levels. The focus of such 
research should be on what influences uptake, to cover social, economic and 
organisational factors; 
4) Expand coverage of fish research work in sub Saharan Africa; 
5) Link research agendas to the work of other CRPs and partner organisations both in 
terms of technology development; 
6) Conduct research work on the integration of technology, production and market 
systems through system CRPs. Do some of this to encompass dynamics at global 
levels. Use this to develop understanding of the effects of science on key outcomes; 
7) Open a new line of research into livestock production with vulnerable fragile 
ecosystems; 
8) Open a new line of research into conservation and use of genetic resources; 
9) Clarify the scope of research; does this cover food production, or more? 
10) Expand the research agenda to cover South America; 
11) Capture the research agenda in easy to understand taglines; 
12) Conduct foresight research on livestock transitions; 
Promising research to development approaches for the new CRP L&F 
13) The value chain research agenda is good, and should remain for intensification 
agendas. Consider a different resilience and NRM construct for work in extensive 
systems, and focus here on sustainable livelihoods; 
14) Measure your work carefully, and learn from it; 
15) Innovation and system research methods can iteratively test what is working. These 
methods should be participatory, and work to question the results of actions by local 
players as well as researchers; 
16) L&F Research approaches must involve others. Build strong alliances around 
overlapping interest, and research with and through stakeholders; 
17) It is important to be relevant now. Have ready to use packages that work for quick 
deployment; 
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Proposed changes to the current model 
18) Evolve the model to encompass climate smart agriculture and resilience over a 
wider geography; 
19) Change systems to ease bilateral fundraising and all reporting. Invest more in ASF 
research; 
20) Develop and use a different approach for extensive systems and where livelihoods 
are critical;  
21) Include poultry; 
22) Be stronger in the way we build partnerships. For development partners, our 
research should be geared around their work. We need to develop knowledge 
products that are useful for development processes. With system CRPs, commit to 
supporting livestock elements of their research; 
23) Focus on developing proof-of-concept public goods that can spread and scale; 
Adjustments to our fundamental theory of change 
24) Expand Theories of Change to cover climate change and work in fragile ecosystems  
25) Develop Theories of Change on innovation adaptation and sustainable scale. These 
need to encompass unpredictability, means of navigating uncertainty and assuring 
food for the poor 
26) Retain the focus on the poor, but make sure that scope for action is not limited just 
to the poor. Remove any sense that there is a closed loop where it is only the poor 
that can supply the poor.   
27) Don’t get too obsessed with Theories of Change to the extent that it becomes a goal 
in its own right. 
28) Ensure that Theory of Change indicators are measurable in a practical sense. 
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Introduction 
The L&F phase 2 planning workshop was conducted through a two part process. Initially 
conceived as a single event, it was rendered into an online format that operated across wide 
ranging time zones.  
This report covers part 1 of the process. We anticipate that part 2 will occur after the 
Consortium Office release of guidelines for Phase 2 planning for all CRPs. 
Part 1 deals with a review of L&F work, of the context within which it operates, of opinions 
relating to key design features, and offers recommendations for research questions, 
program approaches, model changes and modifications to the theories of change. It worked 
around two scenario possibilities, namely that L&F would continue in much the same form 
as phase 1, or that it would expand to assume a global animal science agenda.  
Part 2 will generate first stage ideas for Phase 2 CRP L&F, and make specific plans for the 
completion of the proposal preparation and submission.  
In generating recommendations, participants engaged in a virtual conference for a few hours 
on each of 4 days between the 23rd and 26th of March 2015. The platform was designed to 
engage comment and conversation and recorded all responses from all participants.  
The process 
Over 4 days, a series of presentations were made and discussed by participants. Comments 
from each day’s discussions were summarized and made available as a contribution to the 
next days’ discussions. As such then, conversations seeded new conversations. Figure 1 
shows the flow that moves through 
- Review of work done so far in Phase 1 of CRP L&F; such review was structured 
around the five flagships (animal health, animal breeding, animal feed and forages, 
systems analysis for sustainable intensification (SASI), and value chain 
transformation and scaling (VCTS). 
- Review of global trends in livestock, structured around five elements, namely 
o Animal source foods and human nutrition 
o Livestock, fish, livelihoods and market opportunities 
o Livestock, fish and social equity 
o Livestock, fish and the environment 
o Livestock and fish production and productivity 
- Review of important issues and assumptions underlying work so far, namely 
o Intensification as the principle driver for research 
o Testing science in value chains 
o Boundaries between research and development  
o The nature of focus 
- Formulation of broad recommendations on research areas, research for 
development approaches, changes to the current model and adjustments to the 
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theory of change. These were made across two scenarios, namely continuation as 
the program is now, or expansion of L&F to cover a global animal science agenda. 
For each stage of the process, a summary document was prepared to capture the findings of 
discussions. These were prepared in time for inclusion in subsequent discussions and 
represent important building blocks of argument. The full workshop flow can be reviewed 
here.  
This document serves to record these summaries and link together source material for 
future ease of tracking. It is structured around each of the five summary reports. 
  
Figure 1 
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Participation in the event  
114 people registered to participate in the event, and logged on. Of these, 77 engaged in 
discussion gave a total of 906 comments. Of all comments, 88% came from current CGIAR 
centre partners, with 59% coming from centre headquarter locations. 26% of all comments 
came from value chain locations. 
Organisation Registered 
Participants 
Commenting Participants Number of Comments 
ILRI 62 41 521 
WorldFish 16 11 167 
CIAT 11 9 91 
SLU 6 5 61 
ICARDA 5 4 20 
KIT 2 2 19 
SPAC 2 2 13 
Other 10 3 14 
Total 114 77 906 
 
Location Registered 
Participants 
Commenting Participants Number of Comments 
Centre HQs1 61 41 532 
Value Chains2 34 22 235 
Europe 17 12 120 
Other 2 2 19 
Total 114 77 906 
 32 people posted 10 comments or more 
 53 people posted 5 comments or more 
 52 posted 2 comments or less. 
 37 registered users never posted at all 
 20 invitees did not register 
 30 users registered who were not on the original list of invitees 
About a quarter of participants seemed to drive discussions. These were not necessarily the 
same as those who would usually hold most attention during face to face meetings, 
suggesting that the virtual format enables a different mix of voices.  
About half of the people who registered were engaged and contributed substantially to the 
discussion. This is relatively high. Typically, participation in online discussion follows a 90:9:1 
distribution of ‘lurkers’, contributors and core group members.  
 
                                                          
1
 Kenya, Malaysia, Colombia 
2
 Ethiopia, Egypt, India, Uganda, Tanzania, Nicaragua, Vietnam, Burkina Faso, Bangladesh 
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Summary 1 – Flagship Performance 
Each flagship presented key issues, dynamics and trends in their flagship space; noted any 
changes that their flagships had influenced; noted research outputs that had been produced, 
research outcomes that influenced others, and development outcomes that had made a 
difference to people. These presentations can be viewed by clicking on the links below.  
- Animal Genetics by John Benzie 
- Feeds and Forages by Michael Blummel 
- Animal Health by Phil Toye 
- Systems Analysis for Sustainable Intervention (SASI) by An Notenbaert 
- Value Chain Transformation and Scaling by Iheanacho Okike 
In response to these, participants commented to question, challenge or endorse flagship 
statements. These are summarised as follows: 
Animal Genetics  
There were four major discussion strands, some emerging as a result of exchanges. These  
were Deciding on the breeds and breeding goals; Time scales for the development of genetic 
interventions; Capacity building; and Impact assessment. 
1) Deciding on the breeds and breeding goals: There was much discussion of the 
importance of having clear breeding goals and on who decided these, or was 
involved in deciding these, so that there was an appropriate fit to the farming 
system. Opinions varied as to the extent to which a variety of value chains actors 
should have a say or be consulted, in addition to farmers. The extent to which 
gender was specifically included was discussed. Farmers were considered to have a 
key role in whether they decided or not to use a particular breed. There was 
comment that if a value chain was operating well farmers themselves would be 
responding to pressure from their clients and so were an appropriate anchor point. 
Participants provided examples of farmer involvement in the present work in L&F, 
and some of examples of gender responsive approaches were also given. There was 
also comment on the need to have an integrated approach to breed, feed and 
health. It was thought useful to develop articulate a summary of breeding goals for 
particular value chains for phase 2, given the experiences over the last three years.  
2) Time scales for the development of genetic interventions: The length of time taken 
to develop genetically improved breeds was discussed, and the need for unbroken 
investment over that time to achieve production goals. There was some discussion 
as to whether long-term work was an appropriate part of L&F, but major 
breakthroughs of significant effect will only be achieved if such work is supported. It 
was noted that many of the targets in L&F utilized improved strains in which there 
had been considerable investment by the CG prior to the CRP program.  Significant 
scaling and impact to be achieved in the next 5 years in likely to involve such cases. 
However it will be important maintain new initiatives identified in the value chains 
even if these will take time to develop. 
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3) Capacity building:  The discussion on the need for continued activity and investment 
raised the issue of whether the capacity existed within value chains to support the 
maintenance of genetic improvement programs. Without these, and strong 
dissemination capability, the gains achieved by application of sophisticated genomic 
and ICT tools, currently allowing more rapid identification of appropriate breeding 
traits, would not be sustainable.  A related point is the appropriate genetic 
management of stock within the production system raised is some discussion. The 
uncontrolled breeding of animals reduces genetic gain and capacity building is 
required so farmers understand the need for care in their own breeding to maintain 
benefit from improved animals. 
4) Impact assessment: The limited nature of existing information of impact of genetic 
improvement was discussed and the importance of obtaining this information for 
L&F, but also in terms of developing an evidence-base for continued investment in 
genetic improvement. These surveys should include gender disaggregated 
information and the possibility of extending components of the present ICT systems 
used for data collection and farmer feedback to include gender was noted. 
Feeds and Forages 
Several comments related to a lack of data on actual impact of feed and forage work, such 
specific figures should be available from comprehensive reports posted at the L&F Wiki. 
Large scale impact was observed for example in the Bracharia work in LCA where 100 000’s 
of ha are under this forage and this is spreading into Africa. Proof-of-concept studies 
combining improvement in cropping practices, improvement of basal diets of crop residues, 
feed processing and supplementation showed that average daily milk production in India can 
be tripled (from about 5 kg to 15 kg) while at the same time reducing water requirement for 
milk production by a factor of 4 and reducing yearly methane emission for dairy animals by 
1.5 million tons. However this requires the full employment of the intensification thrust 
advocated by L & F. 
Major comments, queries and suggestions centred on collaboration between the technical 
flagships Animal Health, Animal Genetics and Feed & Forages and their integration with the 
value chain work. All commentators suggested that closer collaboration and integration is 
required. It was proposed that factors that make this difficult often lie with the general 
nature of information from value chain analysis that does not sufficiently define priority 
constraints of value chain actors. More involvement of technical flagship staff and expertise 
in value chain analysis should help. For example, routine value chain analysis will not tell if 
breed or feed is the major constraint (or health for that matter). This is important: if 
available breeds cannot sufficiently respond to improved feeding, there is not much sense in 
starting with feed interventions. Related comments questioned who choses interventions; 
experts from technical flagships or value chain actors? For feed work in value chains, 
interactive tools to estimate feed resources and to prioritize feed interventions were 
developed to avoid the pitfall of supply driven approaches. 
Several comments related to generation of more feed and forage biomass of higher fodder 
quality through superior food-feed and forage crops, and their possible positive and 
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negative impact on natural resource use and the environment. Opinions differed as to the 
extent targeted genetic enhancement is required in comparison to detecting and exploiting 
already existing variations. Proponents of the former came from the forage side while the 
latter had mainly worked with food-feed crops. It is not either or, and both approaches 
should (and are be) used in the flagship. Targeted genetic enhancement is needed where 
multiple traits are desired, such as biomass yield, biomass fodder quality, BNI, carbon 
sequestration, water use efficiency etc. By contrast, exploiting existing variation is short 
term, has short delivery pathways, and requires little initial investment if there is a paradigm 
shift in crop improvement and a technology platform to support phenotyping for fodder 
traits in large number of samples.  
Other issues related to feed and fodder biomass raised were increasing competition for 
biomass between species. Feed and forage demand scenarios should cover all species and 
not just those targeted in a specific value chain.  
Feed quality was commented on from different perspectives. Common experiences related 
to lack of feed quality relative to cost, and inconsistent feed quality. This is a major problem 
preventing farmer investment in better feeding in Uganda, Tanzania and India, and is 
realized by the flagship. Importance of feed quality for quality and nutritive value of the 
animal produce was raised particularly for aqua culture. 
A further cluster of comments centreed on yield gaps analysis, from a Feed and Forage 
perspective, and from value chain perspective. Comprehensive yield gap analysis that 
includes all technical flagships and SASI and VCTS and including estimates of environmental 
implication would be a powerful tool that would also address simultaneously quite few of 
the points raised above. This is currently pilot tested in Ethiopia and India.  
Animal Health 
Animal Health flagship discussions fell into three main areas. 
1) Service delivery: There were several comments exploring the issue of why currently 
available animal health products and services do not get used, and what research 
could be undertaken to help to overcome any barriers.  Service delivery is 
recognized as a key constraint to improving livestock productivity, and there seemed 
to be a strong consensus that collaboration across the technology flagships in this 
area would very feasible and synergistic, together with the involvement of SASI in 
social and economic incentives.  This could be extended into delivery systems shared 
across the technologies, perhaps through business hubs.  The point was made on the 
extent to which the focus should be on the traditional state-led veterinary services, 
recognizing the recurrent political and resource issues affecting such services, as 
opposed to the more commercial service providers.     
  
2) Herd health: Several commentators welcomed the increased emphasis on herd 
health, with the potential for more immediate impact in the value chains, with an 
excellent summary of the planned activities being provided by Barbara Wieland.  
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There will be a more holistic approach to understanding the impact of disease, in 
that more attention will be given to social and economic effects. This will entail a 
multi-pathogen approach, in which the role of co-infections of different pathogens 
will be taken into consideration.  One example already underway is the longitudinal 
study on reproductive diseases in cattle in Tanzania which is a collaboration 
between the Animal Health and Genetics Flagships.  Similar studies are planned for 
Uganda and Ethiopia, and it is hoped that activities in the other VC will follow soon 
after 
It was suggested that a herd health module could be added to the ICT infrastructure in the 
Genetics Flagship for recording of disease outbreaks, syndromic surveillance etc.  This was 
accepted and will be pursued.  
Reproductive health looms as an important area in several value chains.  It was noted that 
the strategic partnership with SLU will provide much needed expertise in the area of 
reproductive health.   
3) Assessment of Animal Health constraints: It was noted that the assessment of 
animal health constraints is a long-term process, and that perhaps this could be 
supplemented by a more expedient approach of assessing which current health 
interventions show promise.  In particular, it was proposed that FEAST/Techfit tools 
for feed interventions could be developed/adapted for assessing priorities in animal 
health and genetics. The tools can generate a picture of opportunities and 
constraints for a certain location/community that can guide interventions.  It was 
agreed that this area should be explored, and possibly as a cross-Flagship 
collaboration.  Additional comments noted the potential for collaboration with the 
Systems CRPs and the need for greater participation from farmers in assessing 
animal health constraints. 
There were additional comments on the role of how 'new' tools are trying to address some 
of the underlying causes of gender inequalities, with a report expected on recommendations 
on gender-integrated (transformative) interventions to be tested.  
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Systems Analysis for Sustainable Intervention (SASI) 
Many comments highlighted the failure of the presentation to provide enough detail on the 
structure of SASI and the actual activities and outputs. 
On a clarifying note, SASI is structured in three clusters: 
1. Systems component research: a. gender, b. nutrition, c. NR and the environment, d. 
VC upgrading, e. VC transformation 
2. Systems analysis: a. diagnosis (inclusive foresight analysis), b. design (incl. best-bet 
selection, ex-ante impact assessment, prioritisation) 
3. Monitoring, evaluation and learning 
 
The remaining comments/discussions can be grouped into six main clusters: 
1. SASI’s core role  
2. Innovation systems research 
3. Interaction with other FSs 
4. Need for strengthening policy analysis and engagement; 
5. The importance of Nutrition research. 
6. MEL 
  
1. SASI’s core role  
Many participants felt that a core role of SASI is the targeting and prioritisation of integrated 
packages of interventions. In order to do this, ex-ante assessments along different 
dimensions are needed; and results to be fed back to the other flagships and VCs. Related 
issues that were brought up in the discussions: indicators, methods for different (sub-) 
systems, frameworks, etc.  It was noted that some progress has been made (e.g. best-bet 
protocol, ex-ante assessments, CLEANED framework etc.)   
In addition to this, there is need for foresight work and more discussion on how this (macro-
level) work contributes to shaping the work at the VC scale. It was also noted that it’s 
important to consider interactions of local level vs. global level changes.  
 Some participants expressed the need to come up with smart ways of 
hearing farmer voices and allowing local demand for technologies and 
innovations to be expressed at higher level.  
 
2. Innovation systems research 
The last comment above (hearing farmers’ voices) also relates to a number of comments and 
questions on “Innovation Systems research” and its place within the flagship and CRP.  There 
seems to be a strong sense that this area of work needs to be strengthened.  No clear 
agreement on where to place it came out of the online discussion.  It was brought to 
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participants’ attention that a number of alternative structures for SASI and VCTS were put 
forward to PPMC for their consideration. 
3. Need for strengthening policy analysis and engagement: 
Participants felt that the sphere of influence of the SASI flagship includes influencing policies 
and that some more work on this is needed; 
4. Interaction with other FSs 
Another sphere of influence is the CRP and its other Flagships. It was felt that more could be 
done here. One participant remarked that it is important for SASI to showcase what it can 
do, communicate this clearly so that the demands from the other flagships can be 
influenced. Question then still remains how to allocate resources across different demands. 
Limiting the sphere of influence of SASI to other flagships raises questions about the 
accountability to VC actors. 
5. Nutrition research 
Several participants highlighted the importance of doing research on the role of ASF and 
livestock/fish technologies on nutritional outcomes.  Some work is on-going in this area, e.g. 
in Uganda, Bangladesh and Egypt and more is expected in e.g. Tanzania.  More discussion on 
this topic is expected in one of the sessions tomorrow. 
6. MEL: 
A misconception that the sad face on the last slide was related to the MEL framework rather 
than to the fact that the program has not yet had an opportunity to create impact, opened a 
discussion on the MEL framework.  The MEL framework has been put in place and is offering 
a great foundation for tracking impact. It was, however, noted that conducting impact 
assessments is a costly affair and that the CRP might want to consider a tax on all 
flagships/VC flagship lines to ensure sufficient funding for this. 
Value Chain Transformation and Scaling (VCTS)  
Opening suggestion; the flagship should be seen more broadly as enabling the use of existing 
and new knowledge and technologies in new ways for value chain transformation and 
scaling, rather than just the use of new knowledge in new ways.  Where, value chain 
transformation is viewed as a process through which new and enduring forms of inclusive 
participation, governance and power relation and efficient resource use emerge such that 
pre-commercial actors and poor consumers generate and benefit from increased availability 
and quality of animal source food. 
Comments/discussions could be summarised into five main clusters viz; 
1) Policy engagement, PPP, internal capacity 
2) Scaling (evidence, approach?) 
3) Is value chain approach the only way? 
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4) Link/relationship between flagships and VC; and among flagships and 
5) VCTS/SASI configuration 
Policy engagement, PPP, internal capacity: Participants pointing to a need to outline how we 
are interacting with policy makers, what are the lessons, at what levels we need to engage, 
for what reasons, etc. to identify synergies and possibility of coordination.  All agreed with 
an increased emphasis on public / private partnerships but wondered if the CRP has 
sufficient capacity within itself to successfully engage or whether such engagement would 
be through partner networks. 
Scaling (evidence, approach).There was an interesting comment on what indications so far 
we do have that scale is likely to follow on and whether there are any early indications that 
we are on the right track here?  There were no easy responses to that as for most value 
chains, especially those starting fresh, it is too early to show any evidence that scale will 
follow. Legacy projects e.g. the fish value chain in Egypt, are thinking of scaling to Ghana. In 
Bangladesh, improved nutrition security among rural and urban poor has been linked to the 
involvement of the poor and small scale enterprises in growing fish production. That 
evidence of participation by the poor in increasing ASF production could results in increased 
consumption of animal source foods by the poor.  
Is value chain approach the only way and are we getting our ToC right? One participant 
noted that systems thinking is gaining ground and has coupled with value chain thinking so 
far to give rise to the interesting variant models e.g. Markets for the Poor (M4P).  Do we 
need to rethink the way in which we look at value chains rather as complex livestock 
systems? Would this enable us to think more out of the box in terms of achieving system 
transformation? There was a BIG question as to whether there is something within 
traditional value chain thinking that is counter entrepreneurial? If that were so, would that 
be why progress is slow as we tend to design steps within predetermined pathways, when in 
fact we deal with unpredictability. Resolving this would be helpful, as for example, in 
developing the ToC at VC level, is a first important step followed by whether we have the 
skills and expertise to move to that level of engagement? 
Link/relationship between flagships and VC; and among flagships: Some participants could 
not see integration in the program especially the link that between outcomes from the 
'technical' flagships and added value for producers.  It seemed as if flagships operating 
within their own domain.  In he presentations, there were no concrete examples of technical 
flagship outputs being used in the value chains. In genetics, we have developed upstream 
technologies based on the needs of specific value chain (e.g. cold chain free artificial 
insemination), and geneticists are working directly in the value chains (e.g. direct work in 
Vietnam and Uganda VC teams to assess genetic issues  and test interventions). There was 
less strong collaboration indicated between animal production flagships i.e. health, feed, 
genetics at the level of upstream research.  Future presentations should give concrete 
examples of work in the technology flagships being grounded in the context of value chains 
to bring about desired outcomes, and how value chain work has shaped research priorities. 
We have done much better in the recent past to get past the disciplinary silos and the 
program deserves credit in 'forcing' us to do so! 
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VCTS/SASI configuration: A participant noted that “one of the most important research 
contributions that VCTS could make is to take a comparative approach to learning across 
value chains with the same commodity focus. More cross learning would contribute to the 
generation of IPGs and avoid potential duplication.” There was differing opinion as to 
whether this belonged in either (or both) of SASI and VCTS.  Different opinions exist as to the 
right configuration of these two flagships and the nature of their relationship.  Conceptual 
work seems to sit in SASI with practical work in VCTS.  Some felt that by having SASI and 
VCTS as separate flagships, links along this continuum are lost and there is a case for 
merging. Others felt that there was plenty of collaboration. For the forthcoming discussion 
on phase 2 we need to look more into the facts/evidence for assessing how to move forward 
in the best way. 
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Summary 2 - Reflections on the Flagships 
Following review of the above summary, participants were asked to respond to five 
questions relating to all flagships. These were 
1) What are the most important changes we need to respond to? 
2) In what areas are we having most effect? 
3) What are we doing well? 
4) What are we not doing well? 
5) What do we need to do differently? 
Participants were limited to two responses per question, and were asked to reflect on these 
in view of the five flagship reviews undertaken. Responses to these questions are 
summarised below.  
What are the most important changes we need to respond to?  
Innovation / Trade-offs / Systems approach 
More comments were made on this sub-theme than on any other. Clearly this is an area that 
many within the different parts of the CRP feel is a critical one to address / change going 
forward.  This topic was addressed from various angles, including: 
 The need to be able to be seen to add value with technologies and innovations.   
 The development world and the research world are increasingly thinking 
systemically. There is a demand that we understand issues within a wider context of 
interconnections, technical, social, economic and political. Yet there is a persistence 
of linear approaches and meta-planning processes that belies system complexity. 
This is a conceptual change that we need to get our research to address, and 
requires better thinking with respect to dealing with unpredictability and 
emergence.  
 Better tools to address trade-offs (e.g. between e.g. poverty / food & nutrition 
security & environment etc., over different time-horizons) associated with livestock 
technologies.  Many trade-off (modelling) tools are rather time and data intensive – 
need quicker, simpler tools for real time decision support.   
 Especially at "local (value chain)" level there is a lot of scope for stronger integration 
between system CRPs and L&F.   
 We do not really understand how to link systems and value chains (production 
systems to markets at different scales) into a functional framework.  Systems and VC 
approaches are not easily connected (though some argue that the value chain in 
itself is a system).  
 More emphasis on system research leads to question whether the issues of fish and 
livestock are sufficiently addressed in the systems research portfolio of the CRP. If 
not what does that mean? 
 Take a stronger look at trade-offs. Do not lose sight of possible win-wins. In some 
cases there is a possibility of combing increased productivity with positive effects on 
the environment. 
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 Interest of society, private sector and donors is growing in the interface between 
climate change, degradation of natural resources and livestock production. 
Better matching our offer with demand (and capacities) 
 Tailor interventions to the needs of those we want to serve with our programs and 
projects. 
 Perhaps potential solutions are already available. The recent external review 
pointed to shortcoming in learning and building on past work. 
 To what extent do capacities vary within value chains? To what extend can capacity 
shortcomings in one segment or area be well matched well with competency in 
another? 
Leveraging ICT4Ag (focus on mobiles) 
Mobile technology can enable a real disruption to many aspects of our work, including: 
1. Enable data collection and monitoring at a scale and level not previously deemed 
possible.  
2. Facilitate two-way communication in terms of data gathering and knowledge 
dissemination. 
3. Ways people connect up and down and along and around chains 
4. Ways we can 'extend' our messages to reach people and influentials;  
5. Ways we can monitor and make sense of events and happenings 
6. Ways we can plug in to others' knowledge and insights.  
BUT… most of what we do and produce is not mobile-ready; and most m-operations are all 
about 'pushing' stuff to farmers rather than engaging.  
Better M&E for resource mobilization  
 Have we adapted to the interdisciplinary CRP world?  Are we working in silos?  
 Accountability is important and this requires measurement of impact. We must be 
more effective.  
 Remaining relevant to shifting donor focus – for example ASF & nutrition security 
now high on many donor agendas however we are only just beginning to engage in 
this area  
 M&E and Impact assessment - how could such research could be financed? We need 
more thought on this and a fund raising strategy that works under recurring budget 
constraints.  
New business models for translating research into impact 
 We need to respond to the expectation that our research will translate into impact, 
some of this fairly quickly to demonstrate we are on the right track (and protect 
longer-term stuff).  
 We must link better to the private sector. It has become the main vehicle for uptake 
and scale.  Researchers in Flagships and value chain teams must learn who is out 
there, what is driving them, and how to work with them. This applies also to 
development actors, understanding of business models and real world issues, and 
how technologies get used.  
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 More focus on business models for value chain actors, linking them with the private 
sector for sustainable value chains. Business models should include economically 
feasible and attractive technology options for value chain actors.  
 Additional internal capacity building on business model development required.  
In what area are we having most effect? 
The discussion highlighted four inter-related areas: 
Basic Science / Technology Flagships and Tools (IPGs) 
(Global) tools have been efficacious, e.g. CLEANED VC, site selection procedure, and the 
generic VC Assessment toolkit adapted and applied in the different VCs.  
Technology successes, e.g. Brachiara grass (such as the adoption of Mulato II hybrid across 
Latin America) is spreading widely from Central and Latin America into Africa; new fish and 
livestock breeds now being used and poised to spread; basic science in terms of genetic, 
physiological, and environmental factors controlling important traits for feed nutrition. 
Critical mass of resources (including through bilateral projects) and 
partnerships 
Value chains with a critical mass of cross-flagship people and bilateral projects are producing 
various different effects. Most is where there is a clear and simple research agenda around 
ongoing, longer-term development initiatives, implemented by ourselves by others. This 
builds a credible evidence base. Good effect happens where we effectively connect ongoing 
technology work to the value chain, and where we build complementary partnerships. There 
is a danger in thinking we have to tackle every complex issue or interest in every project.  
Most effect happens where there are bilateral projects supporting VC research and where 
multidisciplinary teams from different flagships work as a team. Here they engage with 
development and private sector partners for testing and scaling interventions. 
Building critical mass around a value chain is beginning to show effect. Combining technical 
work around feeds and health, marketing etc. and creating structures that enable 
communication and action (eg the Tz Dairy Development Forum) look promising as a step 
towards VC transformation. 
Cross-cutting, cross-disciplinary, cross-flagship, cross-CRP  
There is greatest effect where there is cross-CRP collaboration. This happens through 
bilateral projects. Partnerships are better, both within CGIAR and with national system as in 
Ethiopia. CRPs have fostered cross-disciplinary work. Cooperation between centres and 
between flagships works quite well but need improvement. 
Good effects happen where there is close collaboration with VC coordinators. 
Cross disciplinary work is happening between animal health, MEL and gender. The gender 
mainstreaming workshop enabled a cross meeting of scientists across centres and a 
realisation of common interest and challenge. Gender is creating a team to work on issues 
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and define approaches for testing on the ground. While gender gets attention now, it feels 
that this is because it "has to be done".  
Last year saw profound change in capacity development thinking, the true implications of 
which are yet to unfold. Progress to mainstream CapDev elements is in the SIPs and IDOs of 
most VC work plans. Investment is not yet available and it is uncertain how formulated 
outcomes will be achieved. 
R4D, whole VC approach/concept, TOC 
The overall concept of doing research for development in a value chain that embeds 
technological research in such chains is a clear ToC that links research to development 
outcomes. In Nicaragua, this has allowed for strong embedding of bilateral projects around 
the VC. ToCs,  impact pathways, and the requirement to justify activities as contributing to 
objectives, has introduced rigor and focus to our work, enabling us to challenge each other 
across disciplines, flagships and centres using a standard currency. 
The VC approach to addressing challenges within the livestock sector has been picked-up 
and adopted by industry actors within different countries. We are effective in addressing VC 
required initiatives, though not in all chain segments. Our most far-reaching effect so far is 
convening and fostering legitimacy in VCs.  
What are we doing well? 
Approach / strategy / vision 
 Achieving a shared vision 
 Achieving a mature understanding of what we ought to be doing 
 Taking an impressively broad approach—topically and geographically 
 Reflecting on the strengths and weakness of our strategy, and adjusting it as needed 
Science 
 Doing applied rather than blue sky research 
 Doing increasing cross-disciplinary work, with increasing cross-disciplinary 
understanding 
 Modifying the upstream research priorities of the technical flagships to meet value 
chain needs 
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Innovation 
 Experimenting with many initiatives and new ways of working 
Communications 
 Maintaining good communications among teams and between centres 
 Communicating the 'livestock and fish by and for the poor' ethos 
Collaboration 
 Engaging more and better across centres and with more diverse partners 
 Developing frontline partnerships with development organizations 
 Creating closer links with national agricultural research systems 
 Achieving good collaboration between the flagships and value chains 
 Building superb and close collaboration between CRP A4NH and L&F in Uganda 
Gender 
 Getting gender, and gender transformative approaches, on the L&F 'map' 
 Making a start to integrate gender in the flagships 
 Developing methods and tools for gendered value chain analyses 
Breeding 
 Breeding fish and forage grass 
 Using modern tools to accelerate genetic gain in Brachiaria 
 Making major advances in understanding Brachiaria genetics 
 Creating an enabling environment for long-term breeding work 
Value Chains 
 Getting the value chain actors talking to each other 
 Getting scientists of different disciplines talking to each  
 Identifying value chain constraints 
 Identifying priorities based on evidence 
 Developing useful tools for grounding work in value chain realities 
 Developing a value chain toolkit of practical use by local partners 
What are we not doing well? 
Interaction across flagship and VC-tech flagship linkages 
Cross flagship interaction and VC-tech flagship linkages are poor, but improving slowly. Some 
feel interactions are there but rarely highlighted, articulated or emphasized, and we need to 
pay more attention to this. 
Participation of value chain actors/engagement with decision makers 
In all flagships, the involvement of value chain actors - especially the poor ones - is 
questioned. We talk participation but seem to lack capability to smartly engage value chain 
actors - from farmers to consumers. We consult, but in most cases they do not participate.  
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In some VCs, the inability to regularly interact with key decision makers affects success. We 
need to think through ways for better engagement.  Lessons could be drawn from Tanzania 
Dairy VC.  
Research Focus 
L&F lags on its broader research agenda on social, economic and institutional research. 
Interesting, disconnected pieces of research are being carried in individual value chains, but 
there is no clear research agenda that guides this work across the value chains and provides 
a coherent framework for cross-VC comparisons and learning, and preparation of high 
quality global science products. We are not good at defining sharp, relevant and easily 
testable research questions to guide our work.  
Documentation of lessons/successes 
There is a lot happening in various VCs and flagships. We have not distilled our successes in 
articulate and compelling ways to show to the world and donors. This has led to poor 
credibility with potential donors and development partners. Many recognize that some 
interventions are long term and require longer time frames to show success. This might 
explain why we are not so successful at attracting funding. 
Documentation of what others have done, what worked/didn't work should have been the 
starting point for our VC work. L&F tried to institute this as 'successes/failures reviews' in 
each subject area, indeed some reviews are published, but we did not follow through to 
make sure it happened for all.  
MEL 
Two issues were emphasized:  
a) We need a stringent M&E system to capture and document non-tangible success 
and change. This partly stems from lack of a clear strategy or research agenda to 
understand change processes and our influence on them 
b) MEL expenses are not regarded as essential to attract donor support. There is no 
budget for MEL. This should be in all our product lines, and MEL should be conceived 
as a research activity and a management service. 
Capacity development  
With Strategic, national and regional partners, we need to be intentional and systematic in 
supporting, developing and funding Capacity Development initiatives. We must articulate 
Capacity development needs in specific value chain programs by responding to basic 
questions such as  
a) To what extent is change in value chain function being constrained by the current 
capability of value chain actors? Do we have a “proper” baseline of the current 
‘capabilities?’  
b) To what extent does capacity within value chain actors lie within the capability of 
individuals, of organization or of networked relationships?  
c) To what extent do different types of capacity (and capability) effect overall value 
chain function? Are there some capabilities that are significantly more influential 
than others?  
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d) To what extent do capacities vary within value chains? To what extent can capacity 
shortcomings in one segment or area be well matched with competency in another? 
What do we need to do differently? 
Capacity Development and engagement with partners:  
Value Chains have not yet developed strategies to develop capacity. Better engagement with 
value chain actors could help them better understand, react and be capable to scale out 
interventions. Assessment of actors could detect where capacity development would help. 
Flagships and value chains are innovation systems and emphasis should be on actor 
interests, capacities and knowledge. We should use participatory research, experiential 
learning and local networks. National partner capacity can strengthen research. A positive 
example is the innovation platforms of the MilkIT project in India which catalysed 
innovations and attracted interest from local actors. We should focus on partner 
contribution to research and private partner support for business model approaches.  
Demand-driven research is more important that centre-supply-driven research. Demand 
from value chains is mainly for immediate solutions. However technology flagship work 
addresses long-term demand.  
This workshop should include partners from Day 3 onwards to provide syntheses of the first 
2 days.   
CRP structure - Flagship restructuring - Collaboration among Flagships 
Many comments concerned the roles of SASI and VCTS flagships. A combination of both for 
Phase 2 was suggested but criticised. Closer linkage between them is preferred, as is closer 
linkage between these and the technology flagships. A `species master` was suggested in the 
SASI flagship to coordinate cross VC learning on the different species. The VCTS flagship 
should be responsible for upstream research in 3 core areas: innovation, economics and 
business development which it applies downstream in the various VCs.  
SASI operates in isolation and does not providing the right information to other flagships. 
Other flagships should therefore articulate what they would like from SASI. This might 
include feed demand-supply scenarios, trade-off-analyses, or yield gaps analyses. SASI 
should lead conceptual system thinking within chains and this should leads to inquiry into 
business and organizational models that enable or hinder good business function. 
Research focus, research outputs 
There is a tension between demand-driven research and centre-supply-driven research. 
More attention is required on demand from the VCs, especially for short-term solutions. 
Most (technology) flagships work addresses long-term demand that is a bigger agenda than 
that of specific VCs.  Therefore not everything can be driven only by VC demand.  
`Quick win` solutions to immediate problems are needed to maintain the interest of the 
stakeholders and their commitment. We should be more coherent to our audiences and we 
should focus on easy delivery. However, we must also keep the bigger picture in mind to 
address key challenges such as e.g. trade-offs between commodities or components. 
  
 27  
More research is needed on business model approaches for economically feasible 
technology options that are profitable for the VC actors and that allow self-sustaining VCs.  
We need to better share and learn between VCs, including experiences, methodologies, 
technologies, and tools. 
We need to understand and address partner capacities in core livestock research (e.g. at 
national level). There are few `real livestock specialists` in L&F.  
Our research outputs (e.g. value chain analysis/benchmarking) should be synthesized to 
short reports to highlight key findings. So far, reports are too long and not everybody reads 
them.  
Our focus is sometimes unclear: Are we for research or for development. This might have 
implications on partnerships or the establishment of priorities among others.  
Gender 
Ways to integrate gender include through cross-flagship ex-ante assessments (e.g. building 
on FEAST/TechFit), delivery systems and business hubs as key mechanisms/strategies, ICT 
and use of mobile phone technology, collaboration between all flagships and between 
SASI/VCTS, cross-VC learning. 
Fund raising 
For future fund raising, conduct analyses of each value chains priorities for resource 
mobilization. Think of new donors (e.g. China) and selling ourselves. We are too critical of 
ourselves in the CGIAR system. We have delivered well on bilateral projects, but less well on 
W1/2 funds. This needs to change.  
Synergies with other CRPs should be intensified. 
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Summary 3 - Global Livestock Review 
In a review of global dynamics that affect the livestock sector and its role in development, 
five key note speeches reviewed big issues and trends, the corresponding actions being 
taken by others, and a set of opinions regarding where CRP Livestock and Fish should 
position itself in the future. These can be viewed by clicking on the links below.  
- Animal source foods and human nutrition by Isabelle Baltenweck (ILRI) 
- Livestock, Fish, livelihoods and market opportunities by Shirley Tarawali (ILRI) 
- Livestock, fish and social equity by Maureen Miruka (CARE) 
- Livestock, fish and the environment by Mats Lannerstad (ILRI) 
- Livestock and fish production and productivity by Ewa Wredle (SLU) 
In response to these, participants questioned, challenged or endorsed statements against 
three questions, namely 
- What rings true or not? 
- Is there anything missing? 
- What do you find particularly important? 
Comments are summarised as follows: 
Animal Source Foods and Human Nutrition 
What new activities to consider? 
With whom should we partner: Consider alliance with CGIAR crop centres, since ASFs are 
promoted as part of a complete diet, and as part of a shared food and nutrition security R4D 
agenda. 
Mine existing data first. Before doing more data collection, use existing data to assess how 
ASF consumption varies by region, rural/urban, income class and intra-household. This 
should describe the nutrient gaps for specific target groups and the degree to which ASF 
would be nutritionally and economically strategic in addressing those gaps. Appropriate data 
for this include Demographic Health Surveys (DHS) and the national Consumption & 
Expenditure Surveys. WUR has contacted ILRI for a similar work, focusing on ‘Patterns of 
Change in Dairy Production and Consumption in Developing Countries’.  
Understand how ASFs are prepared, and how this varies nutrient content  
Livestock production by the poor and meat consumption for the rich  
This statement generated lots of comments. Reality is more complex. The poor produce for 
the rich and the rich produce for the poor in different cases. Rural chickens produced by the 
poor are sold to the rich for higher prices while mass produced broilers produced by the rich 
are affordable for the poor. This varies by commodity. To increase ASF consumption, focus 
on dairy and chickens for these are daily produced in small quantities and in the reach of the 
poor. Consider also other value chain actors besides farmers. In the fish value chains, poor 
retailers and other actors are employed.  
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For non-producing households, we need to increase availability, affordability, and quality of 
what is sold in local wet markets. Some cuts reach the rich, others reach the poor. We must 
better understand the post farm dynamics of value chain, who consumes what, and through 
which channels. In Egypt, promotion of farmed fish consumption would improve the 
nutrition of the poor.  
L&F nutrition strategy:  
We need a nutrition strategy. It is a complex issue that requires a broader research agenda 
that goes beyond supply. A strategy would articulate the importance of ASFs as part of a 
healthy diet.  
We must define research questions that explore how different approaches combine to 
increase access to animal source foods. A strategy should articulate how technology 
flagships would contribute to a nutrition agenda beyond productivity, to include food safety 
and action within social relations. This is relevant for both gender accommodative and 
gender transformative work.  
Where should L&F focus: ASF availability or accessibility 
Should we focus on increasing ASF availability (increased productivity, reduced losses etc.) or 
on ASF accessibility (ensuring low prices through short chains, better marketing channels, 
policy etc.)? 
 We are better positioned to increased availability, because there are too many 
external influences on accessibility.  
 To have impact on either, we need to engage the interplay of external factors 
beyond our control. We have a role to play in catalysing action through productive 
partnerships and stakeholder platforms. 
 We should do both as increasing productivity would also lower prices, and therefore 
could improve accessibility.  
Livestock, Fish Livelihoods and Market Opportunities  
Most comments focused around issues of ‘who is demanding/consuming more livestock and 
fish?’ and especially ‘who benefits?’ 
A common narrative that makes the case 
There is a compelling narrative in terms of increased demand for livestock and fish in 
developing countries, whilst recognising that for different commodities the future 
trajectories (and thus opportunities that may be addressed by research for development) 
may look very different in diverse regions, countries and economies (and within countries 
too).   
Who is driving the demand?  
A recognition that in order to focus our research for development agenda, we may need to 
articulate greater understanding of the opportunities and challenges that differ for 
consumers or producers, which may indeed play out differently depending on the 
commodity and scenario.  A key demand driver is of course income which in many countries 
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means more middle class citizens and can present a potential threat the affordability of 
animal-source foods for the poor.  A phenomenon already observed in SSA for fish.  
Who benefits? 
There are a number of issues to consider in terms of who to target and how they’ll benefit 
from the growth in demand for animal source foods.  Benefits vary from more affordable 
and available animal source foods to greater income and purchasing power. 
It is also important to recognise that beyond distinguishing producers and consumers within 
which there is already considerable diversity, there are also a host of other value chain 
actors who may benefit or lose out – women, men, youth with varying capacities and access 
to resources.  Approaches thus need to take account of the diversity of potential 
beneficiaries and impacts on their livelihoods.  Combining such in relation to different 
scenarios and trajectories may help to both target as well as draw lessons in the future.  
There is some consensus that smallholders – especially in the case of livestock are certainly 
important at present.   
A bigger agenda 
Considering potential trajectories for the future of livestock and fish production and 
marketing systems can be a useful construct to distinguish different approaches, which may 
include those currently not in the CRP agenda such as the dryland pastoral systems, where in 
some cases the focus would be on resilience rather than ‘sustainable intensification’.   
Certainly we also need to give more thought to how we could articulate trajectories for the 
aquaculture sector, which already had different development pathways emerging in Asia 
and Africa.  
One further dimension  of a ‘bigger agenda’ would be to include addressing how to minimize 
losses.  
Livestock, Fish and Social Equity  
The presentation highlighted key issues on gender as a social inequity, women being the 
largest population of the poor - 70% and being the majority of livestock keepers. Men, 
women, youth and the poor have differentiated needs and interests. Women are custodians 
of knowledge and technology that is key in technology development and adoption. Poor 
smallholders are faced with various gender and social inequities that inhibit their full 
participation in livestock and fish value chains, largely due to underlying norms, institutions 
and traditions. It highlighted CAREs ‘Agency, Structures and Relations’ Women’s 
Empowerment Framework and key areas of consideration for L&F on gender and social 
inequities. The discussion highlighted the following areas:  
The agency structures and relations model 
The CARE agency, structures and relations model presented is all encompassing as a 
women's empowerment framework; the interplay between one's own agency, social 
structures and relationships can indeed promote or hinder empowerment. Although there 
was little mention of the gender continuum, the CARE framework sits very much in the 
transformative area where it engages with the 'structure', i.e. the norms and attitudes and 
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the institutions as these would represent some of the underlying causes. And that it is a 
great framework and might help L&F to better explain others what we mean when we talk 
about a transformative approach.  
Entrenched gender norms, traditions and religious beliefs are difficult to change and are 
context specific. Gender norms are socially constructed and not biological, and differ from 
one context to the other. Dialogue towards change must enter and exist through social 
structures and the relationships that govern them. Community leaders and gate keepers, 
male actors, alternative sources of power are actors that endorse cultural norms and 
sanction those who break them. CARE work in Bangladesh highlighted female service 
providers and engagement of men and boys.  Media is as role modelling change agent 
(positive deviance). Female service providers/extension agents are an important way of 
inclusion but very context and enterprise specific.  
Areas of gender and social inequity focus for L&F  
 Social dynamics of power is a focal area under empowerment programming.  
Research within these power relationships tests different forms of engagement. We 
need to assure better participation in our research and action through engagement 
with the poor to determine what works for achieving the LF vision.   
 Empowering interventions: It is important for L&F research to be system and context 
specific. L&F falls short in impact assessment and fails to capture how interventions 
work, how change happens and the long duration required for systemic and 
attitudinal change.  
 Choice of enterprise is important: small ruminants - those value chains where 
women can participate and benefit. Example of goat as a high value enterprise.  
 Partnerships: Further discussions with CARE since CARE is so present in the L&F VC 
countries 
 Focus on value chain approach and other niches in VC where women have 
comparative advantage beyond being producers.  
Ongoing L&F work on gender transformative approaches:  
Work is going on in VCs, to analysis gender inequity, and to use gender sensitive monitoring 
tools for implementation. The L&F gender strategy includes transformative approaches in 
terms of empowerment, engaging social media for social change, studies & publications on 
gender-based perceptions of livestock and gender transformative approaches, women’s 
empowerment in livestock index, partners’ capacities and a framework to address policy 
issues.   
More information on other social inequities, ToC and gender continuum and how gender 
issues relevant to L&F work may differ between different socio-cultural contexts (Africa and 
Asia) 
 
Food for thought 
Empowerment is still a vague concept and goes beyond the individual where most current 
work is focused. Evidence shows that empowerment is not a linear progression towards an 
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end goal but a complex path of ups and downs that vary within context, individual life 
circumstances etc. How can we generalise? 
Some quantitative approaches to measuring empowerment rely on a set of indicators that 
are decided a priori and irrespective of the local context. How do we deal with this clash 
between universal indicators and the individual nature of empowerment? Who has the 
power to decide what empowerment means and what each of us needs to do to be 
empowered? 
 
Livestock, Fish and the Environment 
The links between environment and natural resources are complex and can be viewed from 
many perspectives.  
Our response to Livestock’s Long Shadow and other critics  
How can L&F give a robust and clear message to those criticizing livestock and fish 
production for always having a negative impact on the environment? Should L&F set our 
own goals and indicators that we want to reach? It was suggested that we can frame our 
work around some major specified challenges, like “halving the GHGs from ASF production” 
in less developed countries the coming 10 years. However, the CG system already has SLOs, 
IDOs, and sub-IDOs, so one option would be to work with these goals, and highlight 
livestock.  
In general, L&F production is using large amounts of natural resources, and is impacting the 
environment. We could highlight a science based approach towards more sustainable 
production, something that is relatively better. Considering the “Fish and livestock 
revolution” it is difficult to promise a change in absolute terms. Livestock and fish can be 
portrayed as a positive force to regenerate landscape health, or as a vital component of the 
biodiversity of agro-ecological landscapes. The presentation lacked a positive angle. This is 
symptomatic of defensiveness. We could instead positively lead discussion as an “honest 
broker”  
Assessments of Environmental Impacts and Natural Resources 
The move from single indicators to multiple-currency environmental and natural resources 
assessments was well received by several participants. We should link environmental 
indicators to socio-economic dimensions, such as income, equity and gender.  
Going beyond the carrying capacity, links to recent discussions around “Planetary 
Boundaries”. How can we position L&F production in relation to these boundaries? 
Competition for Feed and Natural Resources and Efficiency in L&F production  
How can we place livestock and fish production in relation to natural resources use for feeds 
of various quality levels? There is growing competition between L&F production and human 
“vegetarian” food consumption. This affects ruminant, monogastrates and fish. Can we focus 
on using less valuable, non-human-edible biomass? If we promote “better” animals, e.g. 
small versus large dairy cattle, we can show that “more can be produced, with less”. 
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Genetics and health scientists observe a difference between assessing animal individually 
and at system level. In a developing context, it is necessary to take other factors into 
account, such as high mortality rates, high age first calving, etc.   
Environment along the VC  
We need to improve environmental monitoring in VCs. Addressing waste and losses is 
important. 
Livestock and Fish Production and Productivity  
Discussion focused mainly on two topics; research vs extension/development and genomics 
and phenotyping. 
To cut the world into science and development/extension is too simplistic. We have not yet 
reached an agreement where science should go to and when development partners should 
take over. That is, where does research stop and development start? There is a role for 
overlap between research and extension, and Farmer Participatory Research is a perfect 
tool. We have a gap in L&F to transform research into innovation systems. If we want to 
create impact, the research topic and questions should be identified in collaboration with 
farmers, extension workers and other actors in the value chain. 
Breeding was discussed and it seems unlikely to replace phenotyping for a long time. Data 
gathering is still crucial and we should put the mobile revolution at the centre of data 
collection and knowledge dissemination. Do we put too much emphasize on techniques as 
genomics? Probably not within L&F. For sure not all of us have heard from the various 
stakeholders (on low-input livestock production systems that using genomics is to replace 
pedigree recording. 
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Summary 4 – Defining big issues within future 
scenarios 
The future form of CRP L&F remained unclear, but two main trajectories were presented as 
being apparent. 
a) CRP L&F Continues in its current form, focusing on intensification of livestock within 
value chains 
b) CRP L&F expands to cover a global animal science agenda 
For general overview of these issues the following presentations were made 
- Consortium Office design process for Phase 2 CRPs - Jimmy Smith (ILRI) 
- A review of two scenarios – Michael Peters (CIAT) 
- A position statement on the 2 scenarios – Tom Randolph (ILRI) 
- A brief overview of recent evaluation findings – Keith Child (ILRI) 
For specific review, four key note speeches were made around four questions 
1) Should intensification remain the core driver of livestock improvement initiatives 
with the CRP in its current form, and in some expanded form? – Michael Blummel 
(ILRI) 
2) Does the model of testing science in value chains work? Are there better ways in 
either of the future scenarios? – Amos Omore (ILRI) 
3) Where does research stop and development start? How far across the divide should 
we go? – Malcolm Dickson (WorldFish) 
4) What should be the nature of focus that we may achieve results? How should we 
pursue this? – Barbara Rischkowsky 
 In response to these, participants questioned, challenged or endorsed statements against 
three questions, namely 
- What rings true or not? 
- Is there anything missing? 
- What do you find particularly important? 
Comments are summarised below. In addition, a number of comments were made on the 
scenarios themselves, and these too are summarised. 
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Should Intensification remain the driver  
Michael Blummel made a strong and evidence-based case for intensification as the key 
driver to achieve more ASF for and by the poor. Participants agreed with this proposition, 
but with qualifications that it should be framed as sustainable intensification, moving it 
beyond production and on-farm trade-offs to consider social equity and environmental 
issues. 
Some discussion focused on what was required to achieve intensification, and proposed 
capacity building, the application of best management practices, optimal breeding and 
feeding strategies, and the use of suitable crop residues.  These factors must be integrated 
as no single factor delivers a silver bullet.  We also must look into constraints to food access. 
Rising feed costs are a significant constraint to increased production and profitability for 
farmers.  The nutritious pond project in Vietnam was cited for its examination of the use of 
natural nutrients produced in pond ecosystems. This exemplifies intensification through 
reduced external feed, relying more on enhancing existing ecosystem functions. 
There was reflection on resultant production systems after intensification. Would this be the 
demise of traditional smallholder and backyard operations to be replaced by larger, more 
commercial operations?  What would happen to those displaced?  On what types of 
operation would the L&F Program focus?  This discussion was complemented by the concept 
of livestock and fish production system “transformation” that is broader than optimized 
production and increased efficiency. 
In a “thought experiment” the implications of hypothetical global ban on feeding grain to 
livestock was discussed. This would favour developing world producers, reduce emissions 
and overconsumption of ASFs, but livestock products might become very expensive with 
livestock keeps in low-income countries becoming rich.  Similarly, if intensification were to 
occur without consideration for sustainability, it might take systems a very long time to 
auto-correct.   
There are already good and tested ideas to increase production and efficiency that farmers 
simply do not want to adopt.  We need to understand adoption processes better.   
The 2nd phase of L&F might have to serve extensive pastoral systems that operate under 
completely different circumstances and in very different ways to traditional smallholder.  
Here a systems perspective is critical.  The nutritious pond project exemplifies 
extensification. Food from extensive systems might be more nutritious than that from 
intensive systems. This is an innovative area of research.   
What is the most desirable unit of intensification? Is by animal unit or by land area?  There 
are other factors of production, as well as “socio-economic” units of labour and capital 
investment to consider.  
From the perspective of human nutrition, focus should be on the poor consumer. Here the 
program could have the biggest impact on the largest number of people; but with this comes 
the challenge of measuring that impact.   
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Where does research stop and development start? 
L&F is positioned between research and development. We are on the ground in a perfect 
situation between pure research and development. We can research issues that are less 
attractive to the private sector and also find ways to work with them. 
Our perspective within the research community is unique, because we are on the ground. 
We are suited and are working as intermediaries in the space between pure research and 
development. Our goal should be to develop partnerships with both pure research and 
development actors.  
Feedback arrows need to be included in the shown model (slide 6 )from development to 
research, and research elements need to be incorporated within development programmes. 
This could be housed in VCTS. High quality, relevant applied research needs to be at the 
heart of L&F.  
Research and development can be concurrent. We need to generate technologies that have 
potential to reach scale. While the title of the session assumes that development is waiting 
for research results, this is not so. Development goes on with or without research. Research 
can steer it in a certain direction, can accelerate it and can open new directions. The 
question therefore is "how does research ensure its place in a development process?" There 
is a shifting role between research and development with synergies between different 
entities  
Engaging development partners is critical in linking research to development. Value chain 
frameworks and Innovation Platforms make mainstreaming research findings easier.  
There were several comments on whether there is a research to development continuum 
and if this is actually part of the problem. Should we stop engaging when an innovation has 
been tested and needs scaling out or study how scaling out works in different contexts? 
Alternatively we can work with development partners who are doing scaling work, where we 
work as researchers and knowledge partners rather than implementers.  
We should not cross the line to become practitioners. Yet action research that uses 
innovation systems approaches and creating feedback loops perhaps already crosses over. Is 
the line fluid? Do we need to identify roles? Is this a dual track process? Is it an inquiry 
oriented development approach, or an action oriented research approach? 
There was difference of opinion as to whether research and development is really separate. 
Perhaps our role is to develop the overlap, and develop new ways of working (action 
research) that reflects the realities of the value chains we are working in (complex, rapidly 
changing). Similarly development models need to become more flexible. We have an 
opportunity to bridge the gaps and define new ways of working? 
Alternatively, there are research programs that effectively bridge the gap and there are 
models that can be followed. To do this, we must engage with stakeholders, national 
programs, and partners (including private sector partners) who have a focus on 
development.  
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What are we accountable for? While sub-IDOs are a small improvement on the IDOs, they 
remain framed as outcomes in the development realm. Boundaries remain an issue.  
Does the model of testing science in value chains work? 
The nature of future scenarios was not clear to many and comments were affected by this. 
What would a Global Livestock Agenda look like? Would CRPs merge? Will new CRP 
accommodate on going activities? How would this be different from now?  We must 
anticipate the most likely scenario and pro-actively shape our mandate.  There will be 
consolidation of systems CRPs and this will influence our emerging mandate. Regardless, we 
must identify a credible theory of change and impact pathway.  
Three options were described.  
1) A hybrid approach involving the current scenario with global animal science agenda  
2) Continuing testing science in value chains  
3) A global animal science agenda 
The hybrid:  
- The value chain approach works in either scenario and should be ring fenced to carry 
forward come what may. Given that it may not work for some systems (e.g., 
extensive system), consider frameworks that address environmental risk and 
ecological scarcity more than production and market efficiency 
- The hybrid could cover the range from resilience to intensification. This consolidates 
basic research and offers two different impact pathways (in addition to contributing 
international public goods). Animal health, for example, would consider health 
constraints from extensive low-input backyard to intensive commercializing systems 
as a continuum and in many contexts  
- On-going work outside the value chains would fit into a hybrid. Forage breeding for 
adapted Brachiaria cultivars in Latin American could be extended to dairy in East 
Africa. 
- Delivery is researchable and the comment that it is not was strongly refuted. Such 
research should continue as part of innovation systems research. On being too 
involved in development we were challenged “can we research without apparatus?” 
- Improved collaboration between value chain teams and technical flagships will help 
achieve a better balance between development and research. This will leverage 
science partnerships with institutions such as WUR and SLU 
- Initial brainstorming by PPMC proposes a hybrid approach (posted here) to continue 
our value chain focus for sustainable intensification, and to add an agenda on 
livestock and fish for resilience and livelihoods, including backyard systems, wild 
catch fisheries and pastoralism.  This agenda would be delivered through joint action 
with systems CRPs. 
- There’s a risk of losing focus in combining value chain and system thinking 
- This approach needs to ensure adequate funding. 
- In transitioning, consider the suggestion from CCEE to "Develop a strategy for 
transitioning within three to four years from one sector per country in nine 
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countries to a more flexible approach that would include provision of support in 
other countries and work on multiple species in countries with built up capacity”  
Scenario 1  
- CRP's were designed to be long term stable funding mechanisms to overcome 
problems associated with short project timelines. We haven't yet had time to test 
whether the focused approach is working. If we change goalposts now, we have to 
start a new experiment without having completed the original one 
- It would be dangerous to reduce the number of value chains because it is difficult to 
develop credible IPG's if we only work in few countries. This would reduce the 
opportunities for bilateral opportunities coinciding with the value chains 
Scenario 2  
- Bringing in partners WUR and SLU, we are better placed to address a global animal 
production agenda than trying to shoehorn them into the existing flagship 
structures. Providing local solutions to global challenges is difficult but given the 
research expertise that can be unlocked through such partnerships, the CRP is better 
placed to address research questions at a slightly higher level than local pilots. 
The nature of focus for results 
Has the focus on nine value chains (VCs) been overly ambitious? 
It is not the number of VCs that is problematic, rather the difficulty of getting securing 
adequate funds through additional bilateral projects early on. Essential elements including a 
basic set of activities and skills should be funded through CRP funds to kick-start selected 
VCs to attract funders, crystallize ideas and formulate proposals. Current progress has 
depended strongly on bilateral funds. There is a danger that giving such incubation funds are 
a disincentive to additional funding.  
Reducing the number of value chains to focus on fewer countries might mean less 
opportunity, especially if donors prefer certain countries.  
It is hard to judge the right number. Current, there may be too many unless more funding 
and research time can be directed to the objectives of each. After a start-up phase where a 
set of standard products are produced, a go/no-go decision could be taken. 
Should we measure our success (of focusing) by the impact achieved after 3 
years? 
Three years is an unrealistic timeline to achieve impact in a development context. This is 
supported by experiences with 2 – 3 year projects where it is hard to show impact. Impact 
may not be measurable before 3 -5 years.  
We must manage expectations in terms of time frames for results/impact, certainly in 
breeding programs. It takes time to get a new variety to market. For example, seed 
companies only deal with deal with annual crops. Any potentially successful products that 
come to market are the result of years of investment and research. It will take time for our 
current investments to come to fruition.  
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Long-term programs such as CRPs are expected to provide long-term perspectives for 
achieving impact, and to allow aligned short-term bilateral projects to achieve quicker 
impact.  
More focus versus the scenario of an expanded agenda  
There was support for an expanded agenda. Too much focus delivers for some, yet L&F has 
the potential to deliver for many. Take lessons learned from the focus approaches in phase 1 
to determine how to deliver benefits to more people at a global level. An expanded CRP is 
attractive as a better platform to leverage resources. The expanded form will have to come 
with more resources. 
Importance of systems works  
Systems work is under-represented in current research portfolios. This needs to be made 
more relevant and visible. More budget and the right human capacity should be applied 
here. SLU/WUR  are expected be able to this. Links with elements of other CRPs may also 
have potential to fill this gap. Technology platforms could be more pro-active in 
understanding how we can work with SASI.  
Social sciences have not been able to grow their agenda by attracting bilateral funding. This 
would have funded more people and activities here. Technology flagships have been much 
more successful. It was questioned as to whether this was a function of leadership in the 
various social science agendas.  Perhaps therefore we need better researcher focus?  
Is focus as an effective way to deliver results?  
Increased focus in L&F supports the assumption of the CO and it’s SRF, that focus is needed 
to achieve reliable results. What the evidence is there for this assumption? We should apply 
a monitoring framework to measure progress towards a hypothesis that "focus is good" and 
that we could use this to change the nature and intensity of focus. 
Summary of comments on the PPMC scenarios 
Given the volume of comments made on this presentation, this additional summary has 
been created to reflect this. 
The Scenarios 
The current scenario defines clear goals in ways that everyone can understand. By contrast, 
the objectives of an expanded scenario are not stated. PPMC debated the validity of using 
intensification across all contexts. While this has worked well for the current program, this 
would not work for marginal production systems. Other development pathways might offer 
more potential. The expanded scenario would likely be a hybrid model that would 
consolidate all CG animal science work, framed to address two main contexts; one where we 
focus on sustainable intensification for food security; and one where production animals are 
part of a resilience strategy. For the latter, focus is less on intensification and more on 
efficient use of animals, reducing their impact on natural resources, such as in pastoral 
systems and capture fisheries. If our animal science must address the range of contexts, 
then we can use these two contexts to focus our science better. The value chain model 
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would work for the sustainable intensification end, and we could create a pro-active 
mechanism to interject our work in system CRPs to address the resilience/livelihoods end.  
The expanded focus would enable the inclusion of capture fisheries that are important for 
food security, nutrition and income; and dried fish from farmed and captured fish that is 
volumetrically significant in trade, and is important as an animal source food for the poor in 
Sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia.  
Livestock are not just food producers but fulfil many other functions in smallholder systems. 
Pulling all livestock work into one CRP might reduce interaction with crop centres and affect 
quality cross system thinking in CGIAR. Perhaps there is too much focus on ASF for livestock 
is about more than this.  A third scenario might focus on human health and the environment 
in a few value chains, using a systems approach.  
A focus on Health  
A One-Health flagship might effectively address connections between human, animal, food 
safety and environmental health considerations, and define scenarios to help small farmers 
to be resilient. Such interconnection would foster cross CRP research. However, we need to 
avoid duplication with A4NH, and rather demonstrate effective joined-up work, but not run 
parallel complementary agendas.  
A focus on Interconnection 
In any scenario, L&F should connect with the socio-economic and wider systems visions of 
agricultural production, markets and NRM. However intensive livestock systems become, 
they need feed, land, labour and markets to keep functioning sustainably, and are part of 
larger systems involving crops, fodder, people and institutions.  We need to make linkages 
with systems CRPs and take part in their agendas. 
Expand environmental elements 
There is existing data and tools for natural resource managers to help them manage the 
balance between NRM and production. Aquaculture has particular experience to offer here. 
We need to move beyond environmental impact assessments to ways and means of 
designing solutions that are environmentally sound for intensification and environmental 
impact are intimately linked 
Livestock and Fish production are the best ways to address and mitigate negative 
environmental impacts and convert these into positive impacts. Land degradation, water 
use, pollution, greenhouse gases, are difficult to sustainably address without going into fish 
and livestock production.  
Being explicit about forages  
Whether the loss of visibility of forages is problematic or not, is questioned.  Some felt that 
so long as they are properly covered, visibility is not critical. Others noted that planted 
forages use half of all agricultural land use and are the largest crop in tropical agriculture. 
Subsuming forages within animal nutrition removes justification as to forage’s importance, 
issues and potential. This is too massive to bury under nutrition, and runs the risk also of 
marginalising CIAT’s successful forages team. 
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Summary 5 – Defining recommendations 
Based on the above discussions, participants were invited to make 2 recommendations for 
each of four questions that pertain to each of two scenarios. 
Topic Scenario 1 Scenario 2 
Key research areas a new CRP L&F should focus upon   
Promising research to development approaches in the new CRP 
L&F 
  
Changes to the current model   
Adjustments to our fundamental theory of change   
 
These recommendations are stated for each scenario as follows. Recommendations are 
edited for clarity but are left as stated, clustered around THEMES and summarised in italics. 
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CRP L&F retains its current form, with minor 
additions (Scenario 1) 
What key research areas should a new CRP L&F focus upon? 
Environmental Effect 
Do more research on environmental sustainability and livestock intensification, looking at 
both consequence mitigation and enhancement of net environmental value 
i. Climate smart intensification of livestock and fish production 
ii. Research the environmental aspects of animal source food production to credibly 
engage and influence global discourse around animal source foods. This is not about 
proving ASF as good or bad, but about advocating objectively based on data. 
iii. Waste and environmental health. i.e. waste from pigs and water pollution, and 
transmission of infectious and parasitic diseases. Waste management regulations 
are not usually in place in the countries where L&F operate. There are technologies 
such as Indigenous Micro-organisms (IMO) Pig Production, bio digesters. 
iv. Environmental impacts should receive more attention as well as food safety. 
v. Sustainable intensification of production  
vi. Sustainable production systems in which best management practices are adopted, 
and minimize impact of production system on the environment. 
vii. Continue sustainable intensification of smallholder and smaller-scale systems 
focusing on increased productivity, but expanded to address environmental 
concerns and better gender mainstreaming. Environmental concerns to be address 
through application of the CLEANED framework across value chains and supporting 
work to enhance forage benefits. We must however engage with other system and 
commodity CRPs and not monopolising the livestock agenda lest they follow their 
own livestock agenda. 
Transformation of small holder systems 
Research ways in which smallholder systems transform through intensification 
viii. Structural transformation of livestock production systems  
ix. Transformation of small holder systems 
x. Low-cost approaches for animal source food systems that farmers can control 
xi. The effects of small scale mechanization and irrigation on small holder livestock 
systems. More mechanized traction (2-wheeled tractors) in SSA will avail feed for 
milk and meat.   
xii. While sustainable intensification should remain at the heart of the program, look at 
alternative low-risk but profitable production systems.eg shorter growth cycle 
animals approaches. 
Animal Feeds and Forages 
Research sustainable feeds and forage systems 
xiii. Sustainable feed and forage systems for animal nutrition 
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xiv. Better use of feed and forages 
Poverty and Food 
Research ways in which poverty affects ASF consumption and nutritional effect  
xv. Better research poverty relationships and responses in the systems we work within, 
including levels of ASF consumption and nutritional responses to ASF for women and 
children within households.  
xvi. Research economic, nutrition and health areas that can make the case for ASF 
consumption as a means to sustainable development. Do this in partnership with 
academic institutions 
xvii. Post-harvest losses of ASF 
Demand Driven Research 
Drive research by demand. This is more complex than supply and entails greater 
understanding of consumption dynamics, social systems and markets. 
xviii. Demand oriented VC analysis and development, focusing strongly on the drive of 
poor consumers. We are currently too supply-driven. Social sciences must provide 
institutional analyses for a better balance. Technologies will not deliver solutions 
unless they are fit for purpose within social context. This has been an orphan 
agenda. We must now be explicit about deliverables and means. The dynamic of this 
will differ between species with more direct links with fish and chicken consumption 
than with small and large ruminants. 
xix. Pro-poor consumer driven VC research agenda. Rather than have all VCs driven by 
the supply side commodity (ie more goats, pigs, tilapia etc), explore the 
development of 1-2 VCs driven by what poor consumers eat. we might find some 
interesting VC configurations and solutions which could more directly aligned with 
the nutritional requirements of poor consumers.  
xx. Do more on the marketing/consumer side in order to transform VCs?  
xxi. Translate the ambition of “for the poor” into an adequately funded program to 
address consumer and the post-farm end of the value chain needs and opportunities 
xxii. What would it take for us to do a good job “for the poor?” Do we need partnerships 
with business schools, private sector actors, to make this happen? If we shift focus 
to these, will we lose focus in areas where we have expertise and strategic 
advantage (animal genetics and health, forages and feeds, production systems)?  
Innovation – Research to Use 
Research how innovations become adapted, delivered, used and spread across smallholder 
systems.  
xxiii. Research on delivery systems of the interventions and best bets. 
xxiv. Research innovation systems in the value chains  
xxv. Research scaling up and out of technologies and practices  
xxvi. Value chain innovations  
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Integration in science 
Increase research focus into the nature of integration between flagship technology areas 
where these mutually overlap with one another  
xxvii. The integration of improved animal genetics, animal health and feed in livestock and 
fish productivity improvement 
xxviii. Better integration of genetics, animal health (incl. zoonoses) and feed and revisit 
delivery models of these.  
xxix. Intensification of small scale aquaculture (poor or small scale producers) with 
integration with agriculture production. 
xxx. Retain focus on the three technology flagships to deliver on the productivity 
enhancing technologies/practices that deliver products demanded by a range of 
consumers and are also environment friendly. 
xxxi. Research the effects of synergy on efficacy, both specifically and generally.  
Strong Social Science Focus 
Increase research into social sciences  
xxxii. Increase role of agriculture economics. 
xxxiii. Embed gender dimensions in all research. 
Markets 
Research market systems potentially accessed by smallholder producers and / or poor 
consumers  
xxxiv. Markets for small scale producers. Develop an understanding around the poverty 
dynamics here 
xxxv. More attention should be paid to developing pro-poor market systems – considering 
more value chain actors than just farmers. 
xxxvi. Market interaction and market outlet improvement 
Policy 
Research the effects of policy on animal productivity 
xxxvii. Policy and animal productivity  
Right Place, Right Time, Right Issues 
Re-assess whether L&F is positioned properly 
xxxviii. Re-evaluate product-country mix. Work where there is profitability and scale 
potential for development-level objectives.  
Poultry 
Examine the validity of opening up research work on poultry value chains.  
xxxix. Consider poultry. Assessing delivery systems of services and interventions in the VCs 
is researchable. On the one hand, chicken production moves quickly from backyard 
to commercial and small producers are excluded. This might be less so in rural 
markets where access is difficult and competition less. Moreover, any chicken-based 
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system that inherently converts feed less efficiently than large commercial state-of-
the-art chicken systems, uses a lot more feed and increases feed demand. This is in 
conflict with sustainability objectives. On the other hand, chickens help achieve 
nutrition objectives and we could consider village chick value chains. While the 
debate on this rages, L&F might want to consider testing inherent assumptions in 
these positions. The new ILRI project on poultry genetics may generate a case for a 
poultry VC our comparative advantage to develop technologies/strategies.  
xl. Poultry-based systems should be included. 
Trade Offs 
Research the trade-off between different technologies and intervention packages 
xli. Trade-off assessments for intervention packages over different time-scales and 
geographical scales (local to global).  
What promising research to development approaches should 
we use in the new CRP L&F? 
Collaborative Platforms for Research and Development 
Mainstream the use of innovation platforms as a means to bringing together stakeholders, 
engaging them, innovating with them, harnessing their energy, learning with them and 
together developing value chains and sectors 
i. Innovation platforms are key tools for research to development, and will be even 
more important if a wider livelihood approach is adopted. Define a flexible 
framework that can easily fit under various technological and socioeconomic 
circumstances. Consider mainstreaming nested forms as found in MilkIT. Be careful 
to keep these as a research and development approach as opposed to a 
dissemination ToT model. Use to engage stakeholders, get input on research 
priorities, and respond to bottlenecks in the sector etc. Consider other 
mechanisms/tools for stimulating innovation.  
ii. Innovation platforms findings should guide VC development research, which should 
be done in collaboration with stakeholders.  
iii. Use dynamic innovation platforms where we build on local energy and enthusiasm. 
We need local ownership of processes and products. Put an end to endless 
workshops among ourselves.  
iv. Use Innovation platforms to generate ideas and pilot projects as a testing and 
demonstration tool. Where learning by doing is dominant, pilot projects are critical. 
v. Form coalitions around specific themes within innovation platforms. These may 
focus on specific aspects and promote promising practices. A reasonable number of 
champions organized around a certain theme within the value chain can form a 
coalition and promote certain approaches, practices or technologies.  
vi. Form stakeholder alliances and multi-stakeholder platforms to bring diverse 
stakeholders with different interests and motivations to coalesce around a common 
goal, with strong, robust science as a pre-requisite for building the evidence base for 
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prioritized actions. This should be complemented by an innovation systems 
perspective that grounds research outputs to the local context and ensures fit.  
vii. Promote engagement with stakeholders at all levels, esp. development actors and 
private sector, for which innovation platforms is one mechanism 
viii. Participatory Innovation Platform including wider representation of sector 
stakeholders approach could lead sector development. 
ix. Emphasis cross-CRP collaboration especially around multi stakeholder approaches  
Integration 
Build means and mechanisms for cross disciplinary interaction and integration, setting 
agendas that run across academic and institutional silos for comprehensive research  
x. Strengthen value chain teams to interact more actively in assessing and analyzing 
constraints and opportunities, and in testing candidate solutions. How do we create 
a more day-to-day dynamic that results in getting beyond descriptive analyses by 
discipline and gets into more holistic, thoughtful analysis and challenging what is 
appropriate?  
xi. Develop a proposal for a long term project that will involve extensive testing, 
participatory evaluation, and more 'academic' grad school projects in parallel for 
training of African scientists. In parallel, do social science research and outreach to 
continue defining new research topics and develop collaborations with development 
actors and national country partners who can take new products and practices to 
market. Building teams of technical flagship scientists, value chain experts, social 
scientists and non CGIAR partners, to work together on specific topics is key to take 
innovations from research to development.  
xii. Exploit opportunities for cross-country research. Commission specific cross-value 
chain studies, and use technology platforms for cross-country learning 
Participation 
Build research agendas with those that exist in value chain systems. Always remain relevant 
to their needs. 
xiii. Participatory (action) research to identify research and address the right issues from 
the outset. Include the application of existing solutions. We don’t always need to 
invent something new 
Work Systemically 
Work across whole systems, within the complexity inherent in these. Explore approaches 
that do this. 
xiv. Making Markets Work for the Poor Approach 
xv. Gender transformative approach 
xvi. Innovation systems 
xvii. Pilot research-development in one value chain with all flagships working: VC (needs) 
- Research (solutions) - VC & SASI & VCTS (scaling up)  
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Stimulate Consumption  
Focus on improving consumption, and constraints to this 
xviii. Develop approaches to increase consumption of ASF's by the poor. Consider food 
processing and packaging, production for smaller portions, non-traditional feeds and 
production models that improve nutritional content at lower cost.  
Selectively Pilot 
Pilot work that others will not do, if it is really work doing 
xix. Pilot high risk/high reward approaches that others are not willing to take on to 
provide proof of concept.  
Work with what is there 
There is a lot going on and others are doing this. Work with these initiatives. 
xx. Build work around existing initiatives, including private sector that build inclusive 
value chains to small levels. Understand what is being tried by development 
partners and be ready to learn with them.  
What changes should we make to the current model? 
Beyond Value Chains 
In order to understand the bigger picture, we may need to work beyond the current value 
chain focus 
i. Increase focus on the larger L&F research agenda. The quality of deliverables is more 
important than the quantity 
ii. A larger scope (such as Scenario 2) may better leverage funds to study issues 
identified as important under Scenario 1.  
iii. Increase focus on minimizing environmental impact of activities 
Worker better and smarter “on the ground”  
Invest and act close to the ground. This means resources and partnership are most critical 
closer to where action happens 
iv. Avail more resources “on the ground” for partnerships, platforms, monitored VC 
transformation initiatives etc. 
v. Increase emphasis on forming country development partnerships to ensure we have 
the resources and joint capacity to scale out research. 
vi. Better identify partners and projects already doing the kind of VC development we 
would like to see, and offer to complement their activities with our research. 'Wrap' 
our research around this to generate data and evidence to share. This can provide 
quality assurance, generate research outputs, promote learning, and allow the use 
of scarce research funds to complement development. We need to make ourselves a 
sought after partner.  
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Focus with care 
Focus is not always right in itself, for the wrong focus may be worse than poor focus. We 
need to be reflective on the focus that we use, and continually test this. 
vii. Focus on fewer VCs; quality is better than quantity 
viii. Focus resources to the VCs and technical flagships 
ix. Consider restricting investment to a few major activities or value chains to gain 
critical momentum. Be conscious of 'global agenda' work that is wider than specific 
value chains. 
x. Focus is important, but so is continuity and stability. We have the potential to 
deliver really important and useful products to market but only if we have some 
stable funding to maintain our normal day to day activities and complement bilateral 
funds for specific new research objectives. 
xi. Form better "space" to reflect and learn about the conditions that unlock markets 
for smallholder (ASF by the poor) and what it means for more AFS for the poor. Do 
this before downsizing the number of value chains or selecting priorities within VCs.  
Innovation systems – getting innovations out there 
We need to develop new lines of work around innovation systems, social sciences, and 
policy. We need to be more responsive to changes within complex systems 
xii. Strengthen social sciences to include explicit, well-resourced innovation systems 
research 
xiii. For available technologies, test different delivery models, impacts and response to 
differing VC need, with a view to achieving scale. 
xiv. Increase focus on policy analyses to assess demand and supply trajectories and 
structural changes in focus value chains.  
xv. Do more work around on end user interest and needs 
xvi. Strengthen system thinking focus and examine smallholder pathways  
Improve integration 
We needed holistic joined up action between flagships, between levels, between value 
chains and between other CRPs. 
xvii. Approach animal health, feed and genetics holistically for sustainable intensification 
xviii. Improve interaction between all flagships 
xix. Be more deliberate in fostering interaction between flagships and their scientists 
devoted to working in value chains  
xx. Define technology flagship commitment to work with VC teams. Consider linking 
their outcomes, including resource mobilization 
xxi. Strengthen the sense of belonging for scientists based or working in specific VCs to 
consider themselves full team members of their respective technical or SASI flagship 
xxii. Increase emphasis on cross-value chain learning. Take advantage of others’ 
experiences with development organizations and private sector partners  
xxiii. Strengthen VCTS to bridge the divide across technology flagships through joint 
identification and validation of complementary best practices to address VC 
constraints 
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xxiv. Increase emphasis on VCTS and the use of Innovation platform approaches 
xxv. Conduct cross-country VC learning for the same commodity/species  
xxvi. Improve linkages with system and NRM CRPs.  
xxvii. Engage more with, and learn from research and development communities of 
practice  
Do more with Fish in SSA 
Develop aquaculture work in sub Saharan Africa 
xxviii. Expand fish VCs sub-Saharan Africa because it is only in Africa that fish supply is 
projected to decline, with potentially serious implications for human nutrition. 
Research questions might include; what are the possibilities to work on sustainable 
aquaculture models to help to fill these gaps? How can value chains improve food 
safety and reduce wastage of dried small fish from fisheries?  
xxix. Increase focus on genetic improvement of Nile tilapia in Egypt as a mean of 
sustainable intensification, combined with better use of feed and forgers. This 
combination should enable more sustainable production without environment 
loading. 
What adjustments should we make to our fundamental 
theory of change? 
Incorporate sustainability and the environment 
L&F ToCs need to describe a much wider picture, to incorporate wider issues of 
environmental sustainability. 
i. Better define aspects of sustainability and climate smart agriculture. Environmental 
issues are not solely climatic. There are many acute and rapid processes affecting 
biodiversity that are related to other issues. 
Re-visit Flagship ToCs 
Strengthen flagship ToCs 
ii. Strengthen flagship ToCs, or re-assess if individual flagship ToCs are needed  
ToCs that map relationships should be developed with others 
Not every ToC is a good one. L&F ones should map out a wide range of dynamics and roles, 
and should capture the hearts and minds of others. Imposed ToCs will not work. 
iii. TOC get a bad rap when imposed. However, developing maps using programme 
theory is extremely useful when used correctly. 
iv. All VC's should have firmly grounded TOC's mapped to consumption. TOCs should 
map potential positive and negative pathways (including food safety), assumptions, 
critical monitoring points and hypothesis. This forces consideration of gender, intra-
household sharing, packaging, portion size issues, producers, consumers, non-
producers, non-consumers, food preferences, and the VC's that benefit the poor. It 
prompts decisions that can improve nutritional benefits among poor consumers. 
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Without understanding who is consuming food, how can we maximize the benefits 
for the poor or for those who need milk, fish, meat the most (young children, 
pregnant and lactating women)?  
v. Define clearly what we do, and what others are expected to do. If we expect 
‘partners’ to scale work, we need to ‘stand in their shoes’ and work out how that will 
happen. Do they need incentives? If not, why should they bother? If we can’t figure 
this out we have a major problem and will need a plan b.  
vi. Define ToC through wider participation from active members in value chains. ToCs 
assume a lot, and are based on the logic of activity implementation.  
Two Track ToC – By the Poor and For the Poor 
The current mantra and two track approach works. Keep them separate and clear, and 
defined with stakeholders 
vii. Keep a two-track ToC focused on 'by and for the poor'. Qualify this so that it is clear 
that value chains can involve various types of actors at different nodes, including 
commercial business; and that markets offer opportunities to be segmented, i.e. 
some products go to the rich for income, but allow lower-value products to supply 
the poor. Document and test both tracks. As long as the poor are increasingly 
involved/included and benefiting (equitably) then we are making progress.  
viii. The current ToC remains compelling. We need to improve on VC commodity and 
flagship ToCs so that impact pathways are clearer and resonate better with 
stakeholders  
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CRP L&F expands considerably to become a 
global animal science CRP (Scenario 2) 
What Key Research Areas Should a New CRP L&F Should Focus 
Upon? 
Environment and Climate Mitigation 
Strengthen research focus on the environment and climate change agenda 
i. Focus long term research on  
- environmental impact by the sector,  
- climate change mitigation and adaptation related to the sector 
Animal Health – Global Diseases 
Expand animal health research focus in all countries to address emergent global diseases. 
Behind this, flagships need to strengthen forecast modelling, early detection and trade 
linked epidemiology.  
ii. Emerging diseases with a global focus;  
- SASI to model drivers for emergence (climate change, vector distribution, etc),  
- AH flagship to strengthen early detection (mobile technologies, syndromic 
surveillance)  
- Trans border health issues 
- Trade and health 
iii. Expand animal health to all CRP countries simultaneously, for better cross site 
understanding and information sharing. 
Innovation Adaptation and Delivery in Complex Social Systems 
Establish a research agenda into innovation within complex systems, and install mechanisms 
that connect knowledge between and within levels. The focus of such research should be on 
what influences uptake, to cover social, economic and organisational factors. 
iv. Innovation and technology and their use; research into delivery with four research 
question 
- How are innovations/technologies adapted by users to make them fit for purpose? 
- How do innovations/technologies become enthusiastically "owned" by users? 
- In what way do innovations and technologies spread to achieve significant scale? 
- What determines the sustainability and persistence of innovations and technologies 
that have spread at scale?  
v. Develop a communication and infrastructure platform that  
- collects data at the farm level for e.g. genetic improvement, health monitoring etc. 
- disseminates knowledge from the CRP to the stakeholders  
- enables evalaution of different interventions in real-time.  
vi. Stronger focus on delivery and uptake of technologies and services. Research social, 
economic, cultural, and organizational barriers. 
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vii. Research capacity development required for delivery and uptake, and how these can 
be met and sustained.  
viii. Focus on business models and innovation systems approaches specific to animal 
source food systems and value chains to address food security through more 
productive, inclusive and sustainable market-oriented production systems.  
ix. Social relations and gender dimensions of animal science and decision-making on 
research priorities.  
x. Livestock and their contribution to overall farm household livelihoods, beyond direct 
income from meat and milk sales. For example, links between better feeding and 
health for traction animals and crop related income; the effect of nutrient cycling 
through manure use and farm productivity.  
Fish Production in Africa 
Expand coverage of fish research work in sub Saharan Africa 
xi. Fish production in subsaharan Africa 
Building Partnerships 
Link research agendas to the work of other CRPs and partner organisations both in terms of 
technology development 
xii. Build stronger collaboration with development partners and system CRPs to expand 
geographical reach and impact of technology flagship (genetics, health, feeds) 
research 
xiii. Work with effective partners and business models that deliver benefit (profit) to the 
players involved.  
Engaging Across Systems 
Conduct research work on the integration of technology, production and market systems 
through system CRPs. Do some of this to encompass dynamics at global levels. Use this to 
develop understanding of the effects of science on key outcomes. 
xiv. For resilience and livelihoods aspects, provide animal inputs into other systems CRPs 
and contribute to their focus on strategies that are part of an integrated system. 
Thus consolidate animal research in technology development with an effective 
interface to better understand fit within variable, dynamic agricultural systems at 
community level.  
xv. Increase systems research to look at say, crop-livestock-tree systems and livestock 
focused systems.  
xvi. Examine global pathways of livestock systems, in both vulnerable and high potential 
areas, looking beyond smallholders and into commercialization and industrialization. 
The environmental and social impact of new systems should be investigated.  
xvii. Identify how mutable animal factors (that can be altered through selective breeding, 
feeding and management interventions), affect the environment, nutritional quality, 
local ASF availability and increases in wealth. Note that different definitions of 
efficiency will give very different outcomes. Tailor system approaches to action and 
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measurement at farm, pond, field and regional level as well as at the individual 
animal level.  
Livestock in Fragile Ecosystem 
Open a new line of research into livestock production with vulnerable fragile ecosystems 
xviii. Encompass transitions in vulnerable systems where adaptive capacity and 
ecosystem services etc. may be more appropriate.  
Genetic Conservation 
Open a new line of research into conservation and use of genetic resources 
xix. Conservation of livestock and fish resources, with focus on demonstrating how these 
can be effectively and beneficially used including in the short term.  
Focus on Food or Beyond? 
Clarify the scope of research; does this cover food production, or more? 
xx. Research “animal source food systems” as opposed to animal science. Opposition to 
this idea: livestock are more than ASF factories. There are other functions to 
research 
xxi. Livestock and their contribution to overall farm household livelihoods, beyond direct 
income from meat and milk sales. For example, links between better feeding and 
health for traction animals and crop related income; the effect of nutrient cycling 
through manure use and farm productivity.   
Expand the Geography 
Expand the research agenda to cover South America 
xxii. Expand value chain agendas to South American countries 
Snappy Taglines 
Capture the research agenda in easy to understand taglines 
xxiii. Some taglines  
- 'putting animals out to grass' with  a fish equivalent too.   
- HP3: Healthy Pigs, Healthy People, High Productivity  
 This is about more than ASFs. It is about better ones, and better welfare. 
Foresight 
Conduct foresight research on livestock transitions 
xxiv. Devote initial work and effort on foresight for a better handle on the transitions and 
directions that livestock systems can be expected to follow, including scenario 
development with climate change, economic transitions, and consumer demand. 
This should be beyond demand projections to use Livestock Revolution analysis and 
to update likely sources of supply. Questions to ask include how has the structure of 
production been evolving and where is it going? How are diets evolving? How will 
the role of ASF evolve? What are the pressures and trade-offs on land and water for 
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production animal and feed production? This better frames the spectrum between 
resilience, livelihoods and intensification, the relative importance of each, and the 
types of transitions across the spectrum. This would better prioritize our technology 
work. An alternative foresight framework to consider would be that of global food 
system, with focus on Animal Food Systems including Fish and Livestock.  
What Promising Research to Development Approaches Should 
be in the New CRP L&F? 
Research Approaches - Value Chain Systems and Beyond 
The value chain research agenda is good, and should remain for intensification agendas. 
Consider a different resilience and NRM construct for work in extensive systems, and focus 
here on sustainable livelihoods. 
i. Retain the value chain system approach and continue working in some of the 
current value chains. 
ii. Engage with marketing and market development 
iii. Use the value chain approach for intensifying systems, but build another construct 
for more extensive systems on a different trajectory  
iv. Focusing on sustainable livelihoods in extensive systems where resilience and 
natural resource management is key.  
Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning 
Measure your work carefully, and learn from it. 
v. Apply rigorous monitoring, evaluation and learning.  
Innovation Adaptation and Delivery in Complex Social Systems 
Innovation and system research methods can iteratively test what is working. These 
methods should be participatory, and work to question the results of actions by local players 
as well as researchers. 
vi. Strengthen innovation system research to test the "focus hypothesis" also research 
delivery.  
vii. Develop a robust approach to engaging with complex (dynamic and unpredictable) 
systems. Research must link to development by understanding "how change is 
happening" by offering solutions and seeing what happens. For this, develop 
- assessment approaches that are rapid, robust, and pick up opportunities 
- a research approach that combines action research with classic research; a form of 
systemic action research. 
viii. Participatory (action) research to identify and research the right issues from the 
outset. Include applying existing solutions. Inventing something new is not a 
solution. 
ix. Build or engage dynamic innovation platforms where we build on local energy and 
enthusiasm. Build local ownership of processes and products to sustain momentum. 
But minimize the number of events where we talk among ourselves. 
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x. Research processes that work and that don't work; to learn and improve as we go.  
Working with others 
L&F Research approaches must involve others. Build strong alliances around overlapping 
interest, and research with and through stakeholders. 
xi. Build alliances that can test technologies we have. Provide opportunity for take up, 
integration and assessment of impact, and then research the delivery.  
xii. Build alliances with development and value chain system actors, for them to be part 
of research, and for us to be part of their development. (Be clear on roles here)  
xiii. Work with and through stakeholders and producers organizations. 
Making Technology and Innovation Usable 
It is important to be relevant now. Have ready to use packages that work for quick 
deployment. 
xiv. Explore ways to 'package' and deliver proposed improvements within a value chain, 
and create 'early adopters' 
xv. Develop quick wins that are likely to be useful to livestock and fish system actors 
What Changes Should we make to the Current Model? 
Environment and Climate Mitigation 
Evolve the model to encompass climate smart agriculture and resilience over a wider 
geography. 
i. Change focus in value chain based model to increased emphasis on climate smart 
agriculture and resilience, and expand sites to value chain sites and selected system 
CRP sites. Prioritise carefully! 
Funding, Investment and Reporting – Efficiency 
Change systems to ease bilateral fundraising and all reporting. Invest more in ASF research. 
ii. Streamline reporting systems (possibly borrowing from CCAFS)  
iii. Increase W1/W2 financing for animal source food research  
iv. Diversify, grow and look for ways to stabilize funding  
v. Identify two or three major thematic cross-CRP initiatives to seek bilateral funding  
Beyond Value Chains? 
Develop and use a different approach for extensive systems and where livelihoods are 
critical.  
vi. Use different approaches intensification and resilience, with different emphases. For 
intensification, stick with a value chain system approach. For extensive systems, look 
at environmental risk as well as production. Here, use a green economy model that 
disaggregates costs and benefits into environmental, social and economic 
dimensions. For livelihoods, use a model that encompasses subsistence systems 
critical for food security. 
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vii. The value chain model might not be possible here 
viii. Change value chain model to a higher more generic plane  
ix. Retain focus of countries, partners, whole chains, and commodities. 
x. Consider variants to 'value chains' with different livestock systems focusing beyond 
ASF in places that are vulnerable, dry or where environment or public health are big 
issues. Develop strong 'organizing and alignment' devices that glue efforts together 
such as landscapes, aquatic systems, and watersheds etc. Such R4D might be done in 
different scenarios.  
Beyond the Current Species Mix 
Include poultry 
xi. Bring poultry into the mix. Poultry can be more easily introduced in a variety of 
environments and production systems. 
Building Partnerships 
Be stronger in the way we build partnerships. For development partners, our research 
should be geared around their work. We need to develop knowledge products that are 
useful for development processes. With system CRPs, commit to supporting livestock 
elements of their research. 
xii. Build stronger partnerships and coalitions with research and development partners 
and systems CRPs.  
xiii. Better identify partners and projects engaged in value chain development we would 
like to see and offer to complement their work with our research. 'Wrap' our 
research around such ongoing development work to generate data and evidence.  
xiv. Make ourselves a sought after knowledge partner, known for quality science that 
helps deliver outcomes and impact both short-term and long-term. 
xv. Make a convincing case for linking into systems CRPs. Demonstrate commitment to 
systematic collaboration by establishing an L&F team and budget dedicated to 
coordinating and implementing animal production work within selected system CRP 
sites. This is the equivalent of current value chain teams with L&F responsibility as 
members of systems CRP teams there. Dedicate people per species or per systems 
CRP to act as a point person for the technology Flagships, and a point person from 
each major research area in SASI, drawing in expertise as needed from the rest of 
the CRP.  
Local and International Public Goods 
Focus on developing proof-of-concept public goods that can spread and scale 
xvi. Deepen commitment to integrated design and delivery of local public goods around 
specific value chains, drawing on innovation systems in a few places 
xvii. Introduce L&F 'lite' that delivers cross-border IPGs to other CRPs, countries, regions, 
commodities; taking promising LPGs to scale.  
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What Adjustments Should We Make to our Fundamental 
Theory of Change? 
Environment and Climate Mitigation 
Expand ToCs to cover climate change and work in fragile ecosystems  
i. Expand current TOC to better cover climate smart agriculture and resilience  
Innovation Adaptation and Delivery in Complex Social Systems 
Develop ToCs on innovation adaptation and sustainable scale. These need to encompass 
unpredictability, means of navigating uncertainty and assuring food for the poor. 
ii. Change our thinking about change. Change does not happen because we make it 
happen. It is happening anyway. Figure out how to engage with change processes as 
opposed to driving change. Our theory of change must fit with emergent realities of 
complex systems, and so too must be emergent. This is well framed as a dimension 
of innovation systems research. We should generate evidence that shows that 
iterative research does lead to change pathways.  
iii. Find changes where we can provide positive impact such as more affordable 
nutritious food for the urban poor in practical time frames.  
By the Poor – For the Poor 
Retain the focus on the poor, but make sure that scope for action is not limited just to the 
poor. Remove any sense that there is a closed loop where it is only the poor that can supply 
the poor.   
iv. Build on the existing ToC of 'by and for the poor' and expand each of the two paths 
to include livelihoods and resilience uses of livestock and fish. 'By the poor' would 
include ramping up productivity, increasing market orientation of systems to 
increase supply, efficient green management of livestock in extensive systems kept 
for other reasons, and contributing to household food and income security. 'For the 
poor' would cover nutrition and food security to include backyard household food 
generating systems.  
v. We may miss opportunity if we focus only on the poorest of the poor.  
vi. Adjust the perception of the 'closed loop' by and for the poor, i.e. from poor farmers 
producing for poor consumers, to working with more open, complex systems of 
poor producers producing for both poor and rich consumers as well as poor 
consuming products produced by non-poor farmers.  
Do we need a TOC? 
Don’t get too obsessed with ToC to the extent that it becomes a goal in its own right. 
vii. Do we need a TOC for the aims we have in Phase 2? Does it become its own goal 
that detracts from our mission to put more ASF on people's plates and improve 
wealth of the poorest?  
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Keep it Simple 
Ensure that ToC indicators are measurable in a practical sense. 
viii. Whatever the ToC, define indicators that can be collected in an easy and smart way.  
ix. NGOs and other players collect and share data (such as market prices and volumes, 
observed adoption). Data can be compiled and analyzed in real time, and inform 
about ongoing trends, providing a new basis for decision making and priority setting. 
Such data collection provides a panel data set that allows scientists to understand 
dynamics of change better and provide current information, making baselines for 
new projects unnecessary.  
 
 
